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Current Topics. 


The Appeal Cause Lists, 

THE HiLary cause lists contain 329 appeals, of which thirty- 
five are from the Chancery Division, three from Lancashire, one 
from the Probate and Divorce Division, and 223 from the 
King’s Bench Division. There are nine appeals in admiralty 
matters, and two in bankruptcy, and fifty-six workmen’s com- 
pensation appeals. A year ago the total number of appeals was 
only 213, but at the commencement of last sittings it was 363. 
Thus there is some improvement in the list, but this is due 
solely to the progress made last sittings in the Chancery appeals. 











The number was then eighty-four, as against the present number 
of thirty-five. But the, King’s Bench appeals remain at 
the abnormally high figure of 223—last sittings it was 
228—and the workmen’s compensation appeals shew 
'a large increase. Clearly the third Court of Appeal, 
which the Lord Chief Justice announced at the close of last 
| sittings, will be required to cope with the business. Of the four 
cases of special interest which were in the Michaelmas lists, only 
| one—Bebb v. Law Society—was disposed of. ‘The other three are 
still in the list: Hewson v. Shelley, on the effect of the discovery 
of a missing will on the title of a purchaser of land from the 
administrator ; Watney, Combe, Reid, & Uo. v. Berners, on the 
| incidence, under the Finance Act, 1912, s. 2, of the increase of 
| licence duties on free houses under the Finance Act, 1910; and 
| Forbes v. Samuel, on the recovery of penalties against a member 
of Parliament. 


The High Court Cause Lists. 

Tue CHANCERY Division lists contain a total of 290 cases, 
| and there are also sixty-eight company matters. A year ago 
|the numbers were 380 and fifty-nine respectively, and at the 
beginning of last sittings they were 368 and fifty-eight. So 
the judges of this division may look forward to an easy term. 
“T think,” said Sir C. SwiNFEN Eapy, in his evidence before the 
| King’s Bench Commission, “the maximum amount of work that 
ean be obtained out of any human judicial personage is obtained 
out of the Chancery judges.” It looks as if the pressure of work 
had been transferred with the learned judge to the Court of 
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Appeal. The King’s Bench Division lists are also light as com- 
pared with recent sittings. A year ago the total number of 
matters was 918, made up of 647 actions, 263 Divisional Court 
matters, and eight bankruptcy matters. At the commencement 
of last sittings the total was 841, made up of 510 actions, 
316 Divisional Court matters, and fifteen bankruptey matters. 
For the present sittings the actions are 216, the Divisional Court 
matters are 215, and bankruptcy eight, making a total of 439; 
less than half the business a year ago ; and the reduced number 
includes nearly 100 revenue matters, which are apparently stand- 
ing over sine die. This state of things is satisfactory, and the object 
should be to keep it so. 


Undeveloped Land Duty and Town Houses. 

THE JUDGMENT of ScrutTON, J., in Inland Revenue Commissioners 
v. Duke of Devonshire (Times, 18th ult.), proceeds npon a very 
ingenious interpretation of sections 16 and 17 of the Finance 
Act, 1910, relating to undeveloped land duty. Section 16 (1) 
imposes an annual duty upon “undeveloped land,” and sub- 
section (2) provides that “ land shall be deemed to be undeveloped 
land if it has not been developed by the erection of dwelling- 
houses or of buildings for the purposes of any business, trade, 
or industry other than agriculture.” Section 17 introduces 
various exemptions, and by sub-section 4 the duty is not to be 
charged on the site value of any land not exceeding an acre in 
extent occupied together with a dwelling-house. At the end of 
this sub-section there is a provision relating to the apportionment 
of annual value where “ the dwelling-house, gardens, and pleasure 
grounds ” are valued for the purpose of income tax under Schedule 
A with other lands. Scruton, J., held that the last provision 
distinguished between the dwelling-house, and the gardens and 
the pleasure grounds, and hence the dwelling-house referred 
to in section 16 could not include gardens ; on the other hand, 
it includes the yards, courts, and outbuildings attached to the 
house, which are no part of the gardens. But the tax 
is imposed on land “not developed by the erectioa 
of dwelling-houses.” How far does the erection of a 
dwelling-house free the land ? The Inland Revenue Commissioners 
contended that it freed only the site of the Louse itself, which, as 
just pointed out, would include the yards and out-buildings, but 
not the gardens. 
was required round a house to make it habitable, and hence the 
land was “ developed ” by the building of the house, not only as to 
the actual site, but also for a reasonable space round. Then arose 
the question whether the acre allowed by section 17 (4) was to be 
additional to this breathing space or not, and ScrutTron, J., 
held that it was not. It would seem, indeed, to be opposed to 
the principle of the Act to allow both a space round the house as 
part of the developed area, and also an acre beyond. Perhaps 
the most questionable part of the judgment is that which allows 
the breathing space, since the express allowance of an acre in 
addition to the house gives all that is necessary beyond the site 
of the house itself, 


Ought Judges to Sit in the House of Commons? 
THE STATEMENT by Mr. ATHERLEY-JONES that it was made a con- 
dition of his appointment as Judge of the City of London Court 
that he should resign bis seat in the House of Commons again raises 
the question how far any custom or privilege by which the 
judge of a superior or inferior court is qualified to be elected to, 
or to retain bis seat in, the House of Commons can be supported 4 
Our readers are well aware that, under the law of Parliament 
and the Judicature Act, 1873, English judges are disqualified for 
that House, and that this disqualitication is, by the County Court 
Act, 148%, extended to the county court judges. The Master 
of the Kolls was exempted from this disability before the passing 
of the Judicature Act, 1873, and this exemption was warm'y 
supported by Lord (then Mr.) MACAULAY, in 1853, in a speech in 
the debate on the Judges Exclusion Bill. This speech was 
much admired, but a recent perusal hardly affords sufficient 
ground for this admiration. Lord MACAULAY, in language 
which can scarcely be described as temperate or judicial, 
says, first, that there is nothing in the proposition that 
judicial and political characters should be kept aistinct, because 





But Scrutton, J., held that breathing space 








we go on allowing recorders and chairmen of quarter sessions to 
sit in Parliament. We need only observe that the duties of 
these functionaries are light indeed compared with those of the 
judges of our civil courts ; but in any case the objection that an 
exclusion does not go far enough is not of serious importance. 
lord MACAULAY, in the second place, says that an exclusion 
from the House of Commons is not an exclusion from the 
Legislature, inasmuch as judges may be peers and sit in the House 
of Lords. But without dwelling on the contrast between the 
two chambers of our Legislature, it need only be pointed out 
that the number of our judges who are peers and who, before 
retirement, sit in the House of Lords, is too small to be taken into 
account. And, finally, he thrusts aside the weighty argument 
that judges have no leisure for attendance in the House by saying 
that, if it is good, they ought to te excludcd from the House 
of Lords as well as the House of Commons. But this objection 
will not at the present time be considered of much weight, and 
at a time when judges complain that the hours at their disposal 
are not enough for the reasonable dispatch of business, and 
when they join in asking that their number may be increased, 
the country would hardly tolerate a syster. under which two 
things would be ill-done, and we might have bad Members of 
Parliament and bad judges combined in one. 


Opinions on the Work of the Courts. 

IN READING the brief summary of evidence before the Royal 
Commission on Delay in the King’s Bench Division, a summary 
compiled by the Commissioners themselves and prefixed to their 
final report, one is struck by the extraordinary diversity of 
opinion expressed by witnesses as to the necessary lines of 
reform. At opposite poles must be put the views of Lord 
HALDANE on the one hand and those of the Bar Council on the 
other. The Lord Chancellor, as one might expect, has a complete 
and consistent scheme of reforms to advocate, and if he does not 
classify them under some arrangement of the categories devised 
by his favourite philosopher HeGet, doubtless that is only 
because a witness giving evidence—even when he does so with 
the prestige of the Woolsack—is compelled to be fragmentary 
rather than didactic. Certainly there is no lack of revolutionary 
moral courage in Lord HALDANE’s views; he desires to sweep 
away altogether the vacations as logically indefensible, although 
as a practical man he feels it useless to advocate such a change at 
present. He desires to rearrange circuits in eighteen centres and 
greatly to extend the jurisdiction of the coun'y courts. Contrast 
this with the evidence of the Bar Council. The only change 
proposed by that body was an increase in the number of 
judges, wherea. they offered decided opposition to (1) extension 
of jurisdiciton for quarter sessions and county courts ; (2) age 
limits for judges; (3) transfer of bankruptcy and revenue 
business to the Chancery Division ; (4) curtailment of the Long 
Vacation ; and (5) the substitution of a chief master for the 
judge in chambers. This last negation of the bar seems to 
have been evoked by a proposal put forward by Master 
T. WiLtes Cutty, a witness entitled to special respect, who 
suggested that the judge in chambers no longer serves any 
useful purpose, and should be replaced by a chief master. The 
S plicitor-General, it seems, confined his evidence to the arrange- 
mant of business and the imposition of a drastic age limit upon 
ju lges of first instance ; he actually was daring enough to name 
sixty-five years as the limit! The judges themselves, by the 
way, displayed surprising unanimity in their recommendations ; 
the Commission enumerate no fewer than fifteen points on 
which they were substantially agreed. - One of these was opposi- 
tion to compulsory retirement at any fixed age whatever. The 
law societies and the various solicitors who gave evidence were 
somewhat indefinite in their suggestions ; economy of time and 
an increase in judi ial strength sum up briefly tke essence of 
their proposals. 


The Causes of Delay. 

IN yHE view of the Royal Commission the primary cause of 
delay in the King’s Bench Division is not at all a mysterious or a 
recondite matter. It may be summed up in a formula’: the long- 
continued struggle between London aid the provinces for the 
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time of the judges. This, they say, has become keener in recent 
years from the centralizing tendency in legal as well as in other 
business. There has followed an incréase in the number of causes 
to be tried in London and a decrease of those to be tried in the 
smaller assize towns. But we find no clear explanation anywhere 
in the Report of what is meant by this so-called ‘centralizing 
tendency,” or of the way in which it works. Frankly, we are a 
little sceptical about its existence atall. We rather fancy it ig 
a phrase based on a false analogy from the business world, where 
the economic law of increasing returns has tended to favour large 
enterprizes at the expense of small ones. But there is no such 
principle at work in the trial of actions. There is no 
economy in having a case triel in London rather than on 
circuit; indeed, expenses are thereby increased, since 
witnesses have heavier travelling and lodging expenses. In the 
absence of some economic advantage from centralization, we do 
not think there is any tendency towards it in the modern world. 
Rather, the movemen: is centrifugal—a tendency to create loval 
bars and provincial law schools or universities. The apparent 
decrease of circuit business is due, we imagine, to the increase of 
county court jurisdiction and not to the attractive influence of 
the Metropolis. The increase of London business is chiefly due 
to the fact that in London the county court has not the same 
relative advantage in cheapness and speed over the High Court 
which it possesses in the provinces. Indeed, order 14 pro- 
ceedings are, as a rule, faster than procedure by plaint-note in 
most of the crowded London county courts. And the general 
employment of counsel in cases which will bear counsel’s fees, 
which, again, distinguishes the Metropo'itan county courts from 
those provincial ones in which the solicitor-advocate reigns 
supreme, tends greatly to diminish their relative economy com- 
pared with that of the King’s Bench Division. We are inclined 
to look for the causes of delay partly in the great number of 
new duties imposed by statute on the common law judges—e.y., 
criminal appeal—partly in the greater quantity of evidence now 
legally admissible, and partly in the increased thoroughness and 
care with which trials are conducted. The increased number of 
— decisions tends greatly to lengthen arguments on points 
ort law, 


An Age Limit for the Berch. 


PERHAPS the most disputable of the questions which came 
before the Commission is that of an age limit for judges. On 
general principles, of course, such a proposal seems rational 
and scarcely open to objection. Obviously a man must some 
day reach an age at which his faculties decay, whether that age 
be sixty or ninety or even a greater age. Obviously, when that 
sad change comes the victim of it is likely to be the last person 
conscious of the need for his retirement. Obviously, too, a judge 
who is growing old and in failing health ought not to be 
encouraged to retain a seat on the bench by the fact that he 
must serve fifteen years in order to earn a pension. These 
general considerations decide the dispute in favour of an age 
limit of some kind, coupled with the payment of pensions after 
a less period than is at present required, although the scale 
should be a sliding one, to some extent dependent on length of 
service. None of these considerations are really answered by 
quoting examples of exceptional men, such as Lord HALSBURY 
or the famous Lord LYNDHURST, whose vigour alike of body and 
mind seem rather to increase than decrease when they pass 
their eightieth year. But while these general considerations weigh 
down the scale in favour of a more or Jess elastic age-limit for 
the judicial bench, not to be too rigidly enforced in exceptional 
cases, yet we are not sure that age-limits have much to do with 
questions of delay in the King’s Bench Division. We do not 
think that among the present judges of that division, or those 
who until recently sat beside them, any diminition of judicial 
speed or waste of judicial time is discernible among the older 
occupants of the bench. On the contrary, there are several 
points which tend, at least partially, to increase a judge’s rate 
of work as he gets older. Long experience makes a large part 
of his duty pure mechanical routine ; he becomes familiar with 
rules of court, leading decisions, and sections in statutes, which 


legal business to the exclusion of the wider interests that 
diminish in strength as the curiosity of youth is sated ; and he 
learns many little economies of tine which gradually become 
habits. Against this must be set the physical slowness of age in 
hand and ear and eye. A septuagenarian judge probably takes 
longer in making a note of evidence, and he usually speaks 
more slowly. Again, in old age the brain takes longer to learn 
new things and to assimilate a novel argument. But do these 
factors really make for a slowing down of judicial speed ! 
Actuil experience seems to point rather the other way ; aged 
judges get through their lists the soonest. 





The Devolution of Trusts and Powers. 

WE HAVE had to defer considering the letter of our corres- 
pondent “FE. S. W.” (ante, p. 117) on the surviorships of trusts, 
The question which he raises is a curious example of the 
complications into which our law is allowed to fall, and ot the 
failure of the Legislature to deal with them. Years ago the 
courts admitted the distinction that under a devise to trustees, 
their heirs and assigns, on trust for sale a devisee of the last 
surviving trustee could sell (Titley v. Wolstenholme, 7 Beav. 425); 
but under a devise to the trustees and their heirs he could not 
(Cook v. Crawford, 13 Sim. 91). JEssEL, M.R, with characteristic 
good sense, upset the distinction in Osborne to Rowlatt (13 Ch. D, 
774), but the Court of Appeal, quite needlessly, revived it again 
in Ke Morton and Halle/t (15 Ch. D. 143). Then section 30 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, stopped any further devises of trust 
estates, and carried the trust estate necessarily to the personal re- 
presentatives of the last trustee, but it did not expressly make the 
powers incident tothe trust devolve on them as well. Instead of 
this the draftsman introduced words at the end of the section which 
made it possible to contend that the powers would not devolve unless 
there was a limitation to the trustees and their heirs, and PARKER, 
J., adopted this view in Re Crunden and Meuz’s Contract (1909,1 Ch. 
690). But the result was so inconvenient that section 8 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1911, was framed—so we have assumed—to 
avoid it, and trusts and powers were thereby made to devolve on 
the personal representatives of: the last surviving trustee, 
Clearly there was no_ substantial reason for restricting 
the opsration of this enactment, and since section 30 of 
the Act of 1881 applies to cases of death of a trustee after 1581, 
whether the trust was constituted after that date or before, it 
might be supposed that section 8 of the Act of 1911 would have 
a similar scope. In fact, however, section 8 is restricted to trusts 
constituted after 1881, and this restriction has led to the 
inconvenience and expense of which “E.S. W.” complains. We 
are informed, on the best authority, that section 8 was intended 
primarily to be supplementary to section 22 of the Trustee Act, 
1893, and that the restriction in question was taken from that 
section ; and that section 8 was not intended to reconstitute 
section 30 of the Act of 1881, and give to personal representatives, 
in cases where “heirs and assigns” were not mentioned, powers 
which, as the law stood, depended on the use of those words, 
But this seems to have been mistaken policy on the part of 
those responsible for the framing of the Bill. When Jte Crunden 
and Meus (supra), or still earlier, Re Ingleby and Norwich Union 
(13 L. R. Ir. 326), had shewn the defect in section 30, the object 
should have been to remove the defect, and not to restrict the 
operation of the amending Act for the sake of making it 
currespond with the Trustee Act, 1893. We hope an early 
opportunity will be taken of correcting the mistake, and placing 
the devolution of trusts and powers on a broad and simple basis. 


Covenants Restricting Assignment. 

AN INTERESTING question on covenants against assignment arose 
before NEVILLE, J.,in Lewis and Allenbury v. Pegge (ante, p. 195). 
Supposing a lessee who has covenanted not to assign without the 
lessor’s consent asks for the latter's consent and can get no reply 
what ought he to do? Can he treat the consent as withheld ? 
In that case, of course, his position will depend on the wording 
of the covenant. Usually there are one or other or both of two 
provisoes to a covenant restricting assignment; the proviso 
that such consent is not to be unreasonably withheld, and the 
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respectable assignee. Should either proviso be present, and the 
consent be withheld in a way which is not permitted by the pro- 
viso, then of course the lessee can either assign without the consent 
(Treloar v. Bigge, . R. 9 Ex. 151), or apply for a declaratory 
order that he is so entitled, with costs against the lessor who has 
acted in breach of the proviso: West v. Gwynne (1911, 
2 Ch. 1). But he can only take these courses safely if the 
consent has been improperly withheld, and therefore he must 
first make quite sure that he can prove refusal of consent. 
Where no reply is received to his request, then the real question 
in practice is whether or not such non-reply amounts to a 
refusal. In Lewis and Allenbury v. Pegge (supra), NEVILLE, J., 
had to consider this very point. The lessee had applied for 
consent on 3rd April to a sub-lease he was about to make 
commencing 14th April; he asked for an answer before that 
date. Receiving none by that date he executed the sub-lease, 
and four days later was served by the lessors with a writ 
demanding forfeiture for sub-letting without their consent. 
NEVILLE, J., held that if the consent required was not given 
within a reasonable time after the tenant asked for it, he was 
entitled to infer that it had been refused and to act accordingly. 
Here he held that a reasonable time had elapsed, and that 
therefore proof of refusal was before the court. Since the lessor, 
in the learned judge’s opinion, cou'd not on the facts have 
refused his consent, his inferred refusal was not binding on the 
tenant, and there had been no forfeiture. Perhaps the same 
result might have been arrived at ina simpler way by holding 
that the absence of a reply within a reasonable time after the 
request amounted to the giving of consent, or, at any rate, 
estopped the lessor from denying that he had given consent. 
For, curiously enough, whether silence means consent or refusal, 
exactly the same legal result follows in such a case as the present. 


Covent Garden Market. 

THOSE WHO have recently read with interest the news of the 
sale of the Covent Garden Estate by the Duke of BEDrorpD may 
be interested in some observations on the market by Mr. WILLIAM 
Coppett, the well-known author and politician. Mr. Consett 
thought that a history of England ought to shew the origin and 
progress of its institutions, political, civil, and ecclesiastical, and 
that no useful knowledge could be obtained from the existing 
histories. In support of his opinion he mentions that he had 
met a very clever young man who had read twice or thrice over 
the history of England by different authors, but who had not the 
smallest idea of the manner in which the Duke of BEDFoRD came 
to possess the power of taxing our cabbages in Covent Garden. 
It is more the fashion at the present day to add some knowledge 
of law to that of history, but we are not sure whether, if Coppett’s 
question were placed in an examination paper, there are 
many students who could answer it to his satisfaction. An 
elementary knowledge of English law would teach them that the 
right to hold a market is a franchise, and can only be granted by the 
Crown or by Act of Parliament. But they could hardly, without 
special inquiry, be expected to know that Covent Garden Market 
was formally established in 1671 under a charter granted by 
Charles II. to the Earl of BepForpD ; that the market was for fruits, 
herbs, roots, and flowers to be kept in a place called ‘ The Piazza,” 
in the parish of St Paul, Covent Garden ; and that this privilege 
has been recognised and extended by Act of Parliament. The 
grant of the market, as was customary, included tolls, stallage, 
package, and other profits, to be recovered by summary procedure. 
And even if the student of history were fortunate enough to 
possess this extraordinary knowledge, we strongly suspect that he 
would not have satisfied Mr. Coppett, who would have required 
him to carry the title still further back, and describe how, on the 
dissolution of the religous houses, the fee simple of the estate 
on which the market was held came into the hands of the Duke 
of SOMERSET, on whose attainder in 1552, it was given by the 
Crown to John Russet, Earl of Beprorp, under the description 
of Covent Garden. CoBBETT, as we know from his work on The 
Protestant Reformation, held strongly the view that the confis- 
cation of the property of the monastries by Henry VIII. was 
an act of arbitrary confiscation and an invasion of national 
rights. 





Sale of an Abandoned Ship. 


SoME most instructive problems in the application of general 
principles to a limited domain came before Eve, J., for solution 
in the recent case of Manchester Canal Co. v. Horlock (reported 
elsewhere). A ship named the Solway Prince was sunk in the 
Manchester Ship Canal in such circumstances that she was 
“sunk, stranded, or abandoned” within the meaning of the 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, s. 530. _ Then the Caral Company, 
acting on a power conferred on harbour and conservancy 
boards by that section, complied with all necessary formalities 
requisite to give them a right tu sell the abandoned ship, and 
entered into an agreement to sell her to the defendants. But 
when the time came for completion, the company, as statutory 
vendors, refused to do more than give a delivery order for the 
possession of the ship to the purchasers. The latter refused to 
accept this, on the ground that a registered ship, under sections 
21 and 24 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, can only be 
transferred by a bill of sale in the statutory form. The canal 
authority thereupon brought an action claiming specific perform- 
ance ; the defendants counterclaimed for damages for breach 
of the agreement. 

Now, why did the vendors refase to give a bill of sale in the 
statutory form? They had various reasons, all raising- interest- 
ing points, but some of which we do not propose to discuss here. 
One turned on the wording of the agreement ; they had expressly 
contracted to give a “deiuvery order” to the purchasers, and 
they contended that this absolved them from executing a proper 
legal conveyance. The answer to this, said Evr, J., is that the 
giving of a delivery order is merely a mode of assisting the pur- 
chaser to get possession; it is only subsidiary to the execution 
of a conveyance. Again, they relied on a provision in the 
Merchant Shipping Acts—section 21 of the Act of 1894 as 
amended by section 52 (1) of the Act of 1906—which provides 
that, if a ship is “ constructively lost,” the registrar is to close 
the registry except as regards unsatisfied mortgages ; this had 
been done at their request, and so, they said, they could not 
transfer by billof sale. Here, again, Eve, J., made a distinction ; 
section 52 (1) relates to “constructive loss” for the purposes of 
marine insurance, and an “abandoned ship” is such a con- 
structive loss (Marine Insurance Act, 1906, s. 60); but a ship 
“abandoned” by being sunk in a waterway is not necessarily 
constructively lost for such purposes, and therefore the register 
is not necessarily closed in such acase. But the most interest- 
ing argument for the Canal Company was one of a different 
nature, 

For the purpose of explaining this argument we must refer in 
detail to the provisions of section 530, which gives the Canal 
Company their power of sale in the events which had arisen. 
That section empowers the company to “sell” the ship, and 
“out of the proceeds of the sale reimburse themselves for the 
expenses incurred by them,” and “hold the surplus, if any, of 
the proceeds in trust for the persons entitled thereto.” Now, 
what is the exact nature of the power of sale hereby conferred 
on the canal authority ? Obviously, it is some kind of over- 
riding power. Such overriding powers exist at common law, as 
well as in equity or under statutes ; they relate to chattels as 
well as to land. For example, a power to sell perishable goods, 
when delivery is impossible, is possessed at common law by a 
carrier or warehouseman ; he is an “ agent of necessity” for tke 
true owner, and, as such, sells for him in such a way as to bind 
him. In the case of ordinary chattels, where conveyance is 
unnecessary for transfer, there is no need to say whether or no 
the donee of this overriding power is to sell in his own name or 
in the name of the principal. 

But in the case of ships, which are registered property and the 
legal ownership of which is not transferable off the register, the 
distinction is important, as it is in the case of land. Can the 
agent of necessity, who is not registered owner, execute a binding 
bill of sale in the statutory form required for transfer of shares in 
a ship? The Canal Company argued that he could not. They 
argued that under section 530 the canal authority, empowered to 
sell, is not empowered to execute a transfer at all; the most it 
can do is to give up possession to the purchaser. It then 
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becomes a trustee of the proceeds for the part‘es previously 
interested in the ship, and registered as owners, ¢.g., lezal 
owners and mortgagees. The latter are estopped from disputing 
the purchaser’s rights, that is all; b it the purchaser never gets 
any more than possession, together with an equitable, and there- 
fore non-registrable interest, in the ship. If this were so, of 
course, specific performance by the execution of a statutory 
transfer could not have been asked for by the purchasers, and they 
would have been bound to accept the delivery order only. But Eve, 
J., declined to import the subtleties of equities and overriding 
powers, and analogies based on the registration of land, into the 
construction of the Merchant Shipping Acts. He held that, 
when section 530 conferred a power of sale, it meant a power to 
sell in the only form sanctioned by the statute, namely, by the 
execution of a registrable bill of sale. 


Actionable Non-feasance. 


EVEN in the somewhat barren domain of Local Government law, 
based as it is partly on the interpretation of an enormous number 
of unconsolidated, ill-digested and mutually inconsistent statutes 
which one day will have to be overhauled and codified either en 
bloc or by instalments, and partly on archaic technicalities of 
magisterial or Crown-side procedure, there sometimes arise 
questions of common law principle which have a real importance 
and a value in other branches of practice. An interesting illas- 
tration of this occurs in connection with the well-known rule that 
a local authority charged with the care of highways is not liable 
to persons injured by failure to perform its duty, but is liable to 
persons injured by negligent acts or omissions occurring in the 
course of performing itsduty. This rule is usually expressed by 
saying that a local authority is liable for misfeasance, but not for 
non-feasance. Of late years, however, the doctrine has been 
undergoing a re-interpretation and a restatement, which has 
resulted in a number of recent decisions greatly limiting its 
operation. We propose to consider briefly the nature and 
history of the doctrine, and then to discuss a few recent cases 
bearing upon it. 

Although the doctrine of rion-feasance is a very old one, it 
was not until 1892 that it received a clear expression in an 
authoritative judicial form. 1n that year, in the case of Cowley 
v. Newmarket Local Board (1892, A. C. 345), the House of Lords 
had before it the appeal of a plaintiff who had suffered special 
damage through the failure of the defendant road authority to 
build a wall high enough to prevent persons falling over it in 
the dark. A jury had found the defendants guilty of negligence, 
and had found that the negligence consisted of “the combina- 
tion of leaving the dwarf wall there (i.¢., by the side of a high- 
way) and not supplying sufficient light.” ‘Che trial judge, the 
Court of Appeal, and the House of Lords all agreed in holding 
that this alleged negligence of the road authority was a non- 
performance of its statutory duty to repair the highway, which 
included the dwarf wall, but not a negligent performance of that 
duty. And for such non-feasance, as distinguished from mis- 
feasance, they held that the road authority was not liable. The 
leading judgment, delivered by Lord HALspury, indeed went so 
far as verbally, at least, to affirm this same principle 
universally of all persons and corporations on whom a public duty 
has been imposed by law ; and, for some time after Cowley v. 
Newmarlet Local Board, it was often argued on the strength of 
certain passages in his judgment, that the rule applied to all 
local authorities in the performance of any public duty. Of late 
years, however, as we shall see presently, the doctrine has come 
to be restricted to road authorities alone, and not to apply 
to local authorities generally. 


Now, the House of Lords based its decision on an old ease | 


decided so long ago as 1788, namely Russell v. The Men of Devon 
(2 T. R. 667). There the inhabitants at large were sued by 
a person who had suffered special damage through the non-repair 
of a highway ; and it was held that, although they could be 
indicted for not performing the public duty of repairing it, no 
actionable tort arose out of the non-feasance. In Brooke’s 
Abridgment, title Action on the Case, par. 93, the principle 





years, indeed, there has been a growing tendency of judicial 


which the court followed and approved is stated thus: “If a 
highway be out of repair by which my hoise is mired, no 
action lies, ‘car est populus et surra reforme per presentment’ 
(i.e., presentment by a grand jury at assizes or quarter sessions, 
the equivalent of indictment), which must be understond 
to mean that, as the road ought to be repaired by the 
public, no individual can maintain an action against them for 
any injury arising from their neglect.” This principle seems to 
turn on the technicality that a non-incorporated body, such as 
the inhabitants at large, cannot be sued, and hence, so soon as 
this defect was remedied, by substituting an individual or a 
corporation for the inhabitants at large as the person owing this 
public duty, it was naturally argued that the principle ceased to 
be applicable. Now, a series of statutes, of which the most 
important is the Highway Act, 1835, have delegated to various 
public officials, of whom the only one we need consider is the 
surveyor of highways, the duty of seeing that a public road is 
kept in repair. Hence, in McKinnon v. Penson (8 Ex. 319), it 
was argued that the surveyor could not rely on the plea of non- 
feasance, but the court overruled this contention, on the ground 
that the plea was not merely formal, but a substantive defence ; 
no tort existed unless there was misfeasance. Again, after Public 
Health Acts and other statutes had substituted local board 
and district councils for the surveyor of highways, the same 
plea was, on the same ground, admitted as valid, and the 
doctrine became established beyond cavil: Maguire v. Corpora- 
tion of Liverpool (1905, 1 K. B. 767). 

If, however, the doctrine of non-feasance is really based on 
principle, and not merely on the historical accident that the 
inhabitants at large of a parish (in the case of a higaway) or of 
a county (in the case of a bridge) could be prosecuted criminally, 
but could not, for technical reasons, be sued civilly in the days 
before equity had invented a representative action and the J udi- 
cature Acts made such actions generally available, what is the 
nature of that principle? No clear explanation of it appears in 
any decided case, or indeed, inany text book, but a hint as to its 
juristic basis is given in Mr. SALMOND, the Attorney-General 
of New Zealand’s, able treatise on the Law of Torts (pp. 291, 
502). He points out that, in reality, it is only a particular case 
of a much larger general principle. ‘That principle is this. 
Prima facie the breach of a common law duty owed to the public 
at large as such, and not as individuals, is not a civil wrong, but 
acrime. Itis enforceable at the suit of the Crown alone, 2.¢., 
the Attorney-General, or, in some cases, of any common informer, 
because a duty owed to the public as a class is one owed to the 
Crown. ‘The same principle applies in the case of a statutory 
duty ; breach of it is not a tort unless the Legislature intended 
it to be so; and such intention may be shewn in 
one of three ways, efther (a) by expressly saying so; or 
(b) by imposing no penalty ; or (¢) by imposing the duty for 
the protection of some particular limited class of per-ons, and 
not for the benefit of the public at iarge : Groves v. Wimborne, 
(1898, 2Q. B,, at p. 415), Couch v. Steel (1854, 3 E. & B. 402), 
Atkinson v. Newcastle Waterworks Co.*(1877, 2 Ex. D. 441). Hence, 
both in the case of acommon law duty and of a statutory duty, 
which is owed merely to the public at large as such, and 
not to members of the public as individuals or to special limited 
classes, breach of the duty is not prima facie a tort. Breach 
only becomes an actionable tort when either (1) it amounts toa 
nuisance ;; or (2) is within the ambit of the tort known as 
negligence ; or (3) is a breach of the obligation to keep dangerous 
things under control; or (4) is expressly or impliedly made 
actionable by statute. Now, a consideration of the first three 
of these cases, which we need not undertake here, will shew 
that mere non-feasance can never amount to any of them. There 
must either be some active piece of negligence, or an omission 
subsequent to some active undertaking (such as the bringing of 
water on one’s land), before any one of these three different 


| torts is committed ; in other words, there must be misfeasance. 


Although this explanation of the doctrine of non-feasance as 
a plea in the case of road authorities has not, so far as we are 


‘aware, been given in any decided case, yet three recent decisions 


limiting the doctrine have clearly implied it. For the last ten 
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opinion to disregard the sweeping language of Lord Hatssury in 
Cowley's case, to which we have adverted above, and to regard 
the doctrine as“confined to road authorities and not of general 
application. But in every case in which something has been 
said to this effect, it has been unnecessary for the decision. Even 
if the rule has a universal application to all persons or corpora. 
tions performing a public duty, the cases we are about to quote 
would still be good law, for they turn on an extension of the 
phrase “ misfeasance ” (for which a road authority is liable) to 
include some things which look like “ non-feasance.” In fact a 
novel doctrine of “constructive misfeasance” has grown up 
which is peculiarly interesting. 

The principle by which non-feasance may become “con- 
structive misfeasance ” so as to render a road authority liable is 
simply this. If a road authority has, either inthat capacity, or 
in conjunction with some other public powers possessed by it, 
two dluties connected together ; and if it performs one of them 
but leaves the other unperformed ; then non-performance of that 
other duty which causes injury to any person ceases to be mere 
non-feasance, and becomes actionable misfeasance. For the 
separate duties must be regarded in that case as one single duty, 
and the non-performance of part is a negligent performance of 
the whole, 7.¢., an omission in the course of an active under 
taking, which has always been sufficient to constitute negligence or 
nuisance as the case may be. Thus in the recent case of McClelland 
v. Manchester Corporation (1912, 1 K. B. 118), the defendant 
corporation possessed a road which ended in an unfenced natural 
ravine. ‘They had three separate duties, one to make up and pave 
the road, the second to light it, and the third to fence the ravine. 
The first two were performed, the third left undone. A motorist, 
deluded by the paved and lighted street, ran down it, and landed 
in the ravine. Here the lighting and paving of the street, 
coupled with the omission to fence the ravine, turned the latter 
into a hidden trap; in other words, the non-feazance of 
the duty to fence became misfeasance. 

Instructive illustrations cf the same principle are afforded 
by a case decided last year by the Irish Court of Appeal: 
Ryan v. Tipperary North Riding Council (1912, 2 I. R. 392). 
Here a road authority repaired half the road and left the other 
half unrepaired and open. It was held that an accident, due to 
the non-repair of the half left open to traffic, must be regarded 
as the result of misfeasance, since the undertaking of repairs to 
one-half of the road was a partial performance of the duty to repair 
the whole. Again, in the recent case of Papworth v. Batter- 
sea istrict Council (Times, December 22nd), where many 
additional points arose, Mr. Justice HorripGe applied the 
principle of MeClelland’s case to somewhat different circumstances. 
A lady cyclist was injured through the defective condition of a 
sewer grating in the road which had been allowed to get out of 
position. It was the defendant council’s duty, as road authority, 
to repair the road-surface, and _ their duty, as sewer 
authority, to repair the grating as part of the sewer. They had 
mace up the road without repairing the grating. Here the per- 
formance of one duty, coupled with the non-performance of a 
different duty conjoined with it, left a trap, and therefore 
amounted to actionable misfeasance. The authcrity of this case, 
however, is not as valuable as that of the last two on the point 
of principle, inasmuch as Mr. Justice HorrRIpDGE based his 
decision chiefly on the view that non-feasance on the part of a 
sewer authority is not within the doctrine of non-feasance, and 
therefore is, in itself, actionable apart from misfeasance. But it is 
not necessary t» bring in aid this doubtful limitation of the 
= feasance doctrine to road authorities in order to support 
lis decision. 





Lord Coleridge, at Devon Quarter Sessions, on Wednesday, said that 
grand juries had outlived their utility. In large assize and quarter ses- 
sions districts grand juries meant the attendance of witnesses on prac- 
tically an extra day, and the greater the inconvenience to prosecutors 
the greater the disinclination to prosecute, and the greater the expendi- 
ture of public money. These were evils which, he thought, outweighed 
the disinclination to destroy an historical institution. He favoured 
judges when on an assize for gaol delivery also taking civil cases, thus 
bringing the law to litigants as well as poor criminals, 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


STURGES v. COUNTESS OF WARWICK. No. 2. 18th Nov. 


DiscoOVERY—EXECUTION IN Aww or—‘‘ DIFFICULTY IN OR ABOUT THE 
Execution orn ENFORCEMENT” OF ANY JUDGMENT OR ORDER—ORAL 
EXAMINATION OF Destor—R. S. C. Orv. XLII., RR. 32, 33. 

Held (Buckley, L.J., dissentiente) that a difficulty having arisen about 
the execution and enforcement of the injunction which had been 
granted, an order for the attendance and examination of the defendant 
might properly be made under ord. 42, r. 33, as the object of that rul: 
was to make orders which had been made under rule 32 more efficacious. 


Appeal by the plaintiff from an order of Bucknill J., at chambers, 
varying an order of the Master. There was also a cross appeal by the 
defendant. The facts, as stated on affidavit, were shortly these. By 
two judgments, dated respectively the 16th of February and the 21st of 
February, 1911, it was adjudged that the plaintiff should recover against 
the defendant two sums, each over £2,000. These two judgments 
remained unsatisfied, except as to two payments of about £3550. On 
the 22nd of February, 1913, the defendant, pursuant to an order made 
under ord. 42, r. 32, was examined before a Master as to her means, 
and stated that she was possessed of certain furniture, property, and 
effects at Easton Lodge, Dunmow, in Essex, subject to a bill of sale in 
favour of the London and Westminster Loan and Discount Company 
(Limited). On the 14th of March, 1913, the plaintiff obtained leave to 
issue a summons for a receiver by way of equitable execution to satisfy 
the judgment of the 16th of February, 1911, to receive the furniture, 
property, and effects belonging to the defendant at Easton Lodge 
subject to any prior interests therein, and the Master, in granting leave, 
ordered that the defendant, her agents and servants, be restrained, and 
an injunction was granted restraining them until after the hearing of the 
summons from selling, charging, or otherwise dealing with the said 
furniture, property, and effects. On the 11th of April, 1913, the Master 
dismissed the summons, and ordered the injunction to continue until 
after the hearing of the plaintiff's appeal. The appeal come on for 
hearing on the 24th of April, 1913, and the learned judge reversed the 
Master’s order and appointed a receiver of the said furniture, property, 
and effects. On the 26th of June, 1913, the Court of Appeal affirmed 
the judge’s order. On the 3rd of July, 1913, the receiver proceeded 
to Easton Lodge to check the inventory of the furniture, property, and 
effects, and he then found that a certain picture painted by Sargent, 
Rodin bust, a motor-car, and all the articles of silver and plate mer- 
tioned in the inventory had been removed from Easton Lodge. It 
appeared from the correspondence that the defendant had removed the 
picture and effects from Easton Lodge between the 10th and 15th of 
April, 1913, that the picture had been sold for £3,000, that the sum 




















4 


y the 
juors, 
graph 
venth 
Law. 
With 
eet & 


ation 
BERT 

and 
cwell 


ance, 
THUR 
‘S-at- 


pany 
sion, 
nent 
‘LAS, 
nbia, 
ted): 


e on 
3ERT 
weet 


914. 
the 
; «& 


~" 


THE 
YRAL 


hout 
iT en 
lant 
rule 
ous. 
ers, 
the 
By 
t of 
inst 
ents 
On 
ade 
ns, 
and 
> in 
any 
» to 
sty 
ire, 
dge 
ive, 
and 
the 
aid 
iter 
ntil 
for 
the 
ty, 
red 

















Jan. to, 1914. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


| Vol. 58.] 197 








due on the bill of sale to the London and Westminster Loan and Dis- | mother, both survived him. An inquiry, having been directed, th’ 


count Co. (Limited)—£2,420—had been paid off, and that the defendant | 


had received the balance—£580. The plaintiff was unable to obtain 


any information as to what had become of the bust, motor-car, and | 


articles of silver and plate. On the 27th of October the Master made 


an order for the oral examination of the defendant as to whether any 


and what debts were owing to her and whether she had any property 
or means of satisfying the two judgments obtained against her in 
February, 1911, and it was further ordered that she be orally examined 


as to the execution and enforcement of the injunction granted on the~ 


14th of March, 1913, and continued on the 11th of April, 1913, and as 


to her dealings with certain property, part of the furniture, property, | 


and assets subject to the injunction. On the 31st of October, 1914 
Bucknill, J., made an order varying the Master’s order by striking out 
the second part of it commencing with the words, ‘‘ And it was further 
ordered.’’ ‘The plaintiff appealed against this order, and the defendant 
a on the ground that, having been already examined under 
the order as to her means, there was no jurisdiction again to require her 
attendance. On the main appeal the detendant contended (1) that the 
order was bad, because it was in aid of a criminal process—a contempt 


of court—and discovery could not be therefore ordered. It was not | 


disputed that Lady Warwick was then abroad with her husband, who 
had been seriously ill and ordered abroad by his medical man, and 


Re a Debtor (1910, 2 K. B. 59), and Spokes v. Grosvenor and West | 
| to be adopted. But it was now sought to extend the rule laid down in 


End Hotel Co, (1897, 2 Q. B. 124) were referred to. 

VaucHAN WiLLiAMs, L.J., was of opinion that the appeal should be 
allowed. The court were unanimous against all the objections urged 
by counsel on behalf of the defendant, except one, which was based on 
the construction of rules 32 and 33. As to those rules, they were not 
agreed. For himself, he took the view that rule 33 had reterence to a 
matter which was not new and that the object of that rule was to 
make orders which Had been made under rule 32 more etticacious. 
Further information had come to hand since the defendant was exam- 
ined as to her means, and he thought that rule 33 was framed to enable 
a defendant to be called to give evidence as to further facts in circum- 
stances which came within the words ‘‘ difficulty having arisen in and 
about the execution and enforcement of the order or judgment,” and 
that the difficulty here as to the injunction came within tne last three 
words he had quoted from the rule. The appeal wouid be allowed. 
Willaee Lan” gave judgment agreeing with the decision of Vaughan 
_ Bucktey, L.J., dissented. He thought that Bucknill, J., was rig 
in discharging the latter part of the Master's order. It seemed to = 
that rule 52 dealt with judgments or orders for the recovery or payment 
of money. Rule 33 dealt with judgments or orders other than for the 
recovery or payment of money. in this case the injunction wae in 
existence. He saw no difficulty in enforcing the injunction by an 
application to commit. But there was also the order appointing a 
ve He thought that rule 33 was not addressed to the case ot an 
order for recovery or payment of money, and the judge was right in 
striking out that part of the Master’s order. As to the cross-appeal, he 
did not argue that on further facts becoming known the detendant 
vee not be further examined as to her means. The circumstances 

ad clearly altered since the defendant was last examined. He thought 
- learned judge had properly exercised his discretion and that both 

: appeal and cross-appeal tailed. By a majority, the appeal was 
al owed, the cross-appeal being dismissed.—Counsex for the plaintiff : 
8. L. Porter ; for the defendant, J. B. Matthews, K.C., and G. # Spear, 
Souicrrors, Sturges & Co. ; Russell, Cooke & Co. , , 

[Reported by Exsxine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re PEARCE. ALLIANCE ASSURANCE CO. v. FRANCIS. No, 1. 
17th and 18th Dee. 


Witt — Construction — Gurr TO ‘‘ CHILDREN’’— LEGITIMATE AND 
ILLEGITIMATE CHILDREN IN EXIsTENCE—ILLEGITIMATE CHILDREN 
ExcLupep—KNow epGe or TEsTaToR AS TO FAMILY. 

y ‘ apne made a gift by her will to the children of her brother F, 
- had both illegitimate and legitimate children, the former by a woman 

to whom he was reported to have been married, and who died before his 


master found that the children of Harriet King were illegitimate, and 
that the only legitimate children of Francis were the two born of the 
marriage with R. P. Simpson. The evidence shewed that the testatrix 
knew all of the children of Harriet King, and in common with others 
who knew them had no reason to suppose that they were not the legitt- 
mate children of her brother. Before making her will she wrote to him 
asking for full particulars of his family, and he replied that he had 
six children by his first, and two by his second wife. Sargant, J., 
held that only the two legitimate children took under the gift, and the 
illegitimate children appealed. 


Tue Court dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., having stated the facts of the case and read the 
testator’s will, said that there was nothing whatever in the latter to 
justify any interpretation other than that which by settled and un- 
disputed usage ought to be placed upon its words. His lordship felt no 
doubt that legitimate children were the only persons who took under 
the gift to children. There was a class of case which was the subject 
of various important judgments, where the court found internal evi- 
dence in the will that the word ‘‘ children’’ was used in a wider sense 
than its ordinary meaning. If so, effect must be given to it. If it was 
impossible to give effect to the will without taking surrounding cireum- 
stances into consideration, or impossible to give any meaning to the 
bequest without giving to illegitimate children, that course would have 


Hill v. Crook (L. R. 6 H. L. 282), and to say that illegitimate chil- 
dren must take under a gift to children if a testator was led to believe 
that they were legitimate. The court, however, was bound by authority 
to decide against this contention. How could it be said that it was 
possible to ascertain the intention of a testator from extrinsic facts? If, 
on the fact of the will, the intention was plain, that was conclusive. 
Hill v. Crook (supra) and Dorin v. Dorin (L. R. 7 H. L. 568) were 
cases which left the court no discretion in the matter. The two ex- 
ceptions from the ordinary rule laid down by Lord Cairns in the 
former case covered every possible case. The second exception re- 
quired the inclusion of illegitimate children where an intention to 
benefit them appeared on the face of the will, but a mere reference 
to children was by itself quite insufficient to include them. The rule 


| was made even clearer by the subsequent case of Dorin v. Dorin (supra), 
where the House of Lords held that illegitimate children could not 


marriage, but the testatrix, who knew the children, believed all to be 


legitimate. 


Held (affirming Sargant, J.), that as there were legitimate children to 


take, and there was nothing on the face of the will to indic / 
ee to benefit the illegitimate I Sdvens as rollti: m sderl goa 
the two legitimate children took under the gift. me 
Re Brown (63 L. 7’. 159) followed. 
Re Du Bochet (1901, 2 A. 441) overruled. 


Appeal from a decision of Sargant, J. (1913, 2 Ch. 6 
“sane summons to determine a Fl nn of aaamee nie 6 
7 ; he testatrix, Laura Theresa Pearce, by her will dated the 3rd 
ja 1911, appointed the plaintiff company sole executor and 
> aay - gave the residue of her estate upon trust for her brother, 
hen f tapes: during his life, and after his death in trust for all or 
y of the children or child of her said brother living at the death 


| 
| 


‘tory bill of sale free and discharged from incumbrances ; and 


of the survivor of them, herself and her b i 
‘ rother, and : 
any deceased child, the shares to be vested in oe ap ty a pti 


or marriage. The testatrix died on the 16th of October 
oe ten days later. W. W. Francis, from 1885 eh pong he 
aoe 5 with one Harriet King as his reputed wife, and by her had 

ven ¢ Idren, of whom six survived him. In 1904 Francis married 
Rachel P, Simpson, by whom he had two children who, with their 


take, because at the date of the will, although there were none. there 
was still a possibility of legitimate children Tatas born. ‘‘ We cannot 
know what is in the mind of a testator except by his own expressions.” 
It had been argued that these were cases where the testator knew or 
believed the children who claimed were illegitimate, and could not 
therefore apply to a case like the present, where the testatrix believed, 
contrary to the fact, that they were legitimate. It would be dangerous 
in the last degree to accede to such a contention as this. The belief 
of the testator ought not to affect the case. In support of the appeal 
the decision of Joyce, J., in Re Du Bochet (1901, 2 Ch. 441) was cited 
—a case which Mr. Theobald in his book on Wills had criticised as 
going beyond any existing authority. The previous decision of North, 
J.. in Re Brown (63 L. T. 159) was not cited to the learned judge. 
In the latter case, upon substantially the same facts, the decision was 
to the opposite effect. His lordship thought the decision in Re Brown 
was right, and that in Re Du Bochet —- The judgment of Sar- 
gant, J., was very careful, and ought to be affirmed. he appeal would 
be dismissed with costs. 

Swinren Eapy, L.J., who said that the word “‘children”’ in a will 
meant ‘legitimate children as clearly as if the word ** legitimate ” 
were always used in front of “children,” and who referred to his own 
decision in Re Ede (1909, 1 Ch. 797), and 

Puiimore, L.J., who observed that to say that the testatrix 
certainly intended to benefit the appellants as persone designate was 
pure conjecture, delivered judgment to the same effect. The costs of 
all parties were ordered to be paid out of the estate, upon the appel- 
lants intimating to the registrar that the case would be carried no 
further.—Counset, Younger, K.C., Martelli, K.C., and E. FP. Ball; 
Romer, K.C., and Wright Taylor. Sotrcrtors, G. H. Barber & Son; 
Peacock & Goddard, for Mooring, Aldridge, & Haydon, Bournemouth, 

[Reported hy H. Lancrorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


MANCHESTER SHIP CANAL CO. v. HORLOCK. Eve, J. 19th Dew: » 
poxep tn CaANAL—ReEMOVAL oF THE OBSTRUCTION— 

TRANSFER—BILL OF 
1rePpinc Act, 1894, 





Suteptnc—Sutp ABAN 
Sate or SuHip—Power to T RANSFER—MODE OF 


SaLE—ReGIsTRATION of TRANSFER—MERCHANT SH 


ss. 21, 24, 530. , 
The power of sale contained in section 530 of the Merchant Shipping 
Act, 1894, carries with it a power to transfer, and when the power is 
exercised in relation to a registered ship, a power to transfer by the 
tf the 


practice has been to tefuse to etiter such transfers on the register, it 


ought to be discontinued. 

This was an action for specific performance of a contract for the sale 
of a ship and for payment to the plaintiffs of the balance of the pur- 
chase money. On the 22nd of March last a ship was sunk in the fair- 
way of the Manchester Ship Canal. The plaintiffs immediately gave 
notice to the owners that the slip was an obstruction and that they 
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intended to remove it, or otherwise exercise their powers under section 
530 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, The plaintiffs raised and 
removed the vessel and ottered it for sale by public auction, when it 
was knocked down to the defendant for £1,675. The vessel was sold 
with a view to her being repaired and employed as a ship, her value 
for breaking-up purposes being less than half the amount for which 
she was knocked down to the defendant. A deposit was paid, and 
completion fixed for the 8th of May, when a difficulty arose in con- 
sequence of the defendant insisting that, on payment of the balance, 
he was entitled to have the ship transferred to him by such a bill of 
sale as would enable him to have his name entered on the register as 
owner. ‘The plaintiffs, on the other hand, insisted that the defendant 
was bound to complete on receiving a delivery order and nothing more. 
The defendant then refused to complete, and the plaintiffs brought 
this action. 

Eve, J.—The substantial issue which I have to try is whether the 
defendant is bound to complete the purchase in exchange for a delivery 
order, or whether he is entitled to a transfer by a bill of sale. In the 
absence of any express term in an ordinary contract for the sale of a 
registered ship there would be an implied term to the effect that the 
vendor would execute a bill of sale in the statutory form required by 
section 24 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894. But the plaintiffs say 
that there is here an express term which excludes the implication, the 
express term being in the clause which provides that ‘‘on completion 
of the purchase the seller will deliver to the purchaser a delivery order 
for the vessel.”’ I do not think that is the true construction of the 
clause. The true effect of it is to impose on the vendors an obligation 
to put the purchaser into possession on completion, and not to relieve 
them from the implied obligation to transfer. Then comes the question 
what is the proper means of transfer. The defendant says that he 
bought a registered ship capable of being made seaworthy and in no 
sense a wreck, and that a delivery order is the proper form of transfer 
for a wreck, but for a repairable ship a bill of sale is the only proper 
form of transfer. The plaintiffs say that section 530 gives them no 
power to transfer, and that they properly closed the registry. Which 
contention is right? ‘That of the plaintiffs is mainly founded on section 
21 as amended by section 52 (1) of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1906, 
which provides that, if a ship is constructively lost, notice is to be given 
to the registrar and the registry shall be closed, except as regards 
mortgages. The vessel was tor imsurance purposes constructively lost 
on the. 22nd of March (see Marine Insurance Act, 1906, section 60), 
but it does not follow that it was lost under section 21. The object of 
section 21 was to keep the register up-to-date, and it does not apply to 
a ship stranded for a few days in a comparatively shallow waterway. 
The section, therefore, had no application to this vessel and no case 
for closing the registry in fact arose. Then comes the question whether 
the registered owner ought to transfer the ship or whether the plaintiffs 
ought to do so by executing a bill of sale under section 530. I think 
the plaintiffs can and ought to do so, and tlris quite irrespective of the 
question of the construction which I have placed on section 21. If I am 
right on the construction, the sale was the sale of a ship registered in 
the name of an owner who was only interested in any surplus of pro 
ceeds of sale after satisfying the expenses of sale, and, it may be, one 
or more mortgages entered on the register. 1 
the Legislature contemplate that the selling authority, exercising the 
power of sale to satisfy its over-riding charge for expenses, must obtain 
the concurrence of the registered owner and his incumbrancers in the 
transfer to the purchaser. I think not. Such a procedure would be 
calculated seriously to embarrass the authority in exercising the statu- 
tory power of sale and to detract from the enjoyment of the right to 
reimbursement. If, on the other hand, my construction of section 21 
is wrong and a case for the closing of the register arises whenever the 
ship is constructively lost from an insurance point of view, is it incum 
bent on the authority selling under section 530 not only to procure the 
register to be closed, so as to get rid of the registered owner, but also 
to clear it of unsatisfied mortgagees not affected by the closing before 
they can transfer to a purchaser? It cannot be so. The power of sale 
conta.aed in section 530 carries with it, in my opinion, a power to 
transfer, and, w hen the power is exercised in relation toa registered ship. 
a power to transfer by statutory bill of sale free and discharged 
from incumbrances, and if the practice has been to refuse to enter 
such transfers on the register, I think it has been adopted under a 
misapprehension and ought to be discontinued. The action fails and 
must be dismissed with costs.—CounseL, #. B. Lawrencé, K.G.,. and 
Magkinnon; Clayton, K.C., and Dunlop. Soxicttors, Rawle, Yohn- 
a & Co., for Hill, Dickinson & Co., Liverpool; Zhomas Cooper & 

0. 

[Reparted by 8. E. Wiit1aMs, Barrister-at-Law.: 


Re PHILIP WILLIAMS, Deceased. METCALF » WILLIAMS. 
Sargant, J. 18th and 26th Nov. 
Witt—Construcrion— 


I ' SUBSTITUTIONARY Girt orn ORIGINAL Gtrt To 
CuitpreN—Worps of Furvrtty—Cuitp Deap at Date or Wi 
Leavinc Issve—Proviso ror CHILDREN TO TAKE SHARE WHICH 


THEIR Parent Wovutp Have TAKEN Ir Sucn Parent Had SURVIVED 
THE TESTATOR. 


A testator left several children survis tng him One son had died 
hy fore th date of the will, lear img two children By his will the testa 
tor left a legacy of £250 to each of his deceas d son's children by name, 
and he left the proceeds ef conversion of his residuary estate as 


follows :— 
“In trust for all my children living at my decease who, being a son 


In such circumstances, does | 





or sons, shall attain the age of twenty-one -years, or, being a daughter 
or daughters, shall attain that age or marry, in equal shares, and i} 
there shall be only one such child the whole to be in trust for that one 
child. Provided always that if any child of mine shall die in my life- 
time leaving a child or children who shall survive me, and, being a son 
or sons, shall attain the age of twenty-one years, or, being a daughte; 
or daughters, shall attain that age or marry, then and in such case the 
last-mentioned child or children shall take (and if more than on 
equally between them) the share which his, her; or their parent would 
have taken of and in the residuary trust funds if such parent had sui 
vived me and attained the age of twenty-one years.” 

Held (1), that the words ‘‘ shall die” were not by the context of 
the will words of futurity only; (2), that the fact that the gift to the 
children of a deceased child was not contained in an independent o1 
principal clause, but in @ proviso to the original gift, did not by itself 
prevent it from operating as an original gift; (5), that there was no 
sufficient indication in the will that the gift to the grandchildren con- 
tained in the proviso was of something which their parent was intended 
to take or was contemplated as having been capable of taking; and (4), 
that accordingly the children of the child who died before the date of 
the will were contingently entitled to the share in the residuary trust 
funds which their parent would have taken if he had survived the 
testator. 

Loring v. Thomas (1 Dr. & Sm. 497) applied. 

This was a summons to determine the construction of the testamen, 
tary gift, the words of which are set out above. The testator, Philip 
Williams, had three sons and five daughters. His eldest son, Philip 
Parfitt Williams, died in July, 1899, leaving the two children surviving. 
he testator made his will on 12th June,-1900. His other two sous 
and five daughters all survived him. By his will the testator bequeathed 
two contingent legacies of £250 each to the children of his aeceased 
son by name, and gave the proceeds of conversion of his residuary 
estate as stated above. Numerous authorities were cited on both sides, 
being cases of original gifts coming under the so-called rule in Loring 
v. Thomas (1 Dr. & Sm. 497), such as Barraclough v. Cooper (1908; 2 
Ch. 121); cases of substitutional gifts coming under the so-called rule 
in Jve v. King (16 Beay. 53); and cases of gifts partly original and 
partly substituted, coming under the so-called rule in Christopherson 
v. Naylor (1 Mer. 320), such as Gorringe v. Mahistedt (1907, A.C. 225) 
Cur, Adv, Vult. 

Sarcant, J.—The question raised by this summons has been put t6 
me by counsel as being whether this will comes within the so-called 
rule in Christopherson v. Naylor (supra), or within the so-called rule 
in Loring v. Thomas (supra). 1 do not propose to follow the fallacious 
course, so often deprecated, of looking at the authorities first, and 
then seeing how this will differs from them. I propose to examine 
the will first and put my own interpretation on it, and then to seé 
whether there is any principle to be derived from the cases whicli 
renders it necessary for me to qualify or alter that interpretation. 


His Lordship went carefully through the will, commenting on 
the various clauses, and continued: The question is whethe: 
the proviso I have read applies to and brings in as ‘objects 
of the testator’s bounty, not only the children of a child 
who should die between the date of his will and the date of 


his death, but also the children of any child of his who was already 
dead. In the first place, it is obvicus that the words in the proviso 
‘any child of mine” ace in themselves words which apply to and 
denote every child of the testator, whether living or dead, at the date 
of the will, But there are said to be two indications in the will to 
restrict the primd facie meaning of these words, and limit them to 
children living at the date of the will—first, the use of words of 
futurity ‘‘shall die,’’ and, secondly, the circumstances that the gift 
to children of a deceased child is contained, not in an independent or 
principal clause, but in a proviso to the original gift to the testator’s 
children. As regards the first point, it is observable that in the trvet 
preceding the proviso, the words “‘ shall attain the age of 21 years,’’ and 
the words ‘‘ shall attain that age or marry,’’ include, on the view I have 
taken of the facts, children who had attained the age of 21 at the 
date of the will; for it is admitted on behalf of the plaintiffs, and, in- 
deed, forms part of the title of some of them, that the future attain 
ment of 21 by the teetator’s own children, was not a necessary qualifi 
cation for taking. If, therefore, ‘‘ shall ’’ includes ‘‘ shall have”’ : 
this gift, that is strong reason for holding that it includes the past as 
well as the future in the second gift. And, indeed, it seems to me 
even easier to explain any suggestion of futurity in the second gift, for 
what the testator is really contemplating here 1s not merely the death 
of a child in his lifetime, but the death of such a child leaving issue 
who fulfil certain conditions and survive the testator. And part, at 
least, of the complex event here contemplated was necessarily future. 
Further, it seems to me reasonably clear that in the proviso itself the 
words ‘‘shall attain the age of 21 years’’ must be read as including 
a past attainer of that age. For, if at the date of the will, grand: 
children of the testator had already attained 21, and their parent should 
afterwards predecease the testator while they survived him, it would 
in my judgment, be hopeless to contend that these grandchildren 
would not take the share which their parent would have taken if him 
self surviving. The fact is that in gifts to a class, some of whom 
have still to qualify, words of futurity may easily be used as to the 
whole class, although some of the members have already qualified. On 
this point the remarks of Lord Lindley, in Barraclough v. Coope! 
(supra) are quite general, and are the more valuable on that account, 
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See also the converse construction adopted in Re Cope (1908, 2 Ch. 1). 
The second argument for the narrower construction of the clause in 
question is that it is in terms expressed as a proviso. This, in my 
judgment, is of little or no materiality, if, in fact, it operates other- 
wise. Now, here the clause, though expressed as a proviso, cannot, on 
either of the interpretations contended for operate by way of limita- 
tion, or qualification, of the preceding gift, that is by way of proviso 
strictly speaking. In either case, it does not cut out members of the 
original class and introduce members in their place into the class by 
way of substitution, but augments the first class by introducing into it 
new members by way of original gift, and the only question is how 
many new members are so introduced. This argument, therefore, in 
my judgment, also fails. Further, the fact that the testator has giver 
two emall legacies of £250 each to the two children of Philip Parfitt 
Williams contingently on attaining the age cf 21 years, does not, in 
my oninion, offer any real indication that they were intended to be 
excluded from such interest in the residue, as they might otherwise have 
taken under the general language of the gift and proviso in question. 
T will now deal quite shortly with the cases. Loring v. Thomas (supra), 
Barraclough vy. Cooper (supra), and other like decisions, are cases 
which deal with original gifts; Christonherson v. Naylor (supra). 
Gorringe v. Mahilstedt (supra), and other like decisions are cases deal- 
ing with gifts, which. thorch net strictly substitutional, have many 
of the elements of substitution, inasmuch as they contain indications 
that the second clase of takers are onlv to take something which their 
propositus was intended to take, or was contemplated by the testator 
es being-capable of taking. Pe Cone (supra), on the other hand. and 
Re Musther (43 Ch. Div. 369). appear to me to be like Zve v. King 
(svpra). cases of pure enbstitution in the rlece of members of a clecs 
who may drop out. (See Hawkins on Wills, pp. 249 to 251). The 
nresent is obviously not a case of pure substitution, like 7re v. King 
feupra\. Nor do T thirk that it is even a case of nartial enhstitntion 
like Christopherson v. Naylor (sunra). for I can find no sufficient indi 
cation that the gift to grandchildren in the proviso was of something 
which their parent was intended to take. or was contemplated as having 
been: capable of taking. I cannot myself differentiate the present case 
on vrincivle from the case of Loring v. Thomas. (supra). and, indeed. 
T think that the rresent case ic a stronver case than Lorina Vv. Thomaz 
for including children of a child dead at the date of a will, (See also 
Re Lambert (1908,-2 Ch. 117), and Re Metcalfe (1909. 1 Ch. 424).— 
Cornset, Percy Wheeler: Owen Thompson. Soricrrors, Kinch e: 
Richardson, for-Lloyd & Pratt; Cardiff. 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Societies. 


Gray's Inn Moot Society. 


A moot will be held in Gray’s Inn Hall on Friday, the 16th of 
January, 1914, at 8.15 p.m., before Sir Ernest J. Trevelyan, D.C.L. 
Question : A, a Hindu widow of middle age, educated and competent to 
manage her affairs, had given to her by her husband’s will a power to 
adopt a son. Some years after her husband’s death she is threatened 
with a prosecution on the charge of forging the will of a relative. The 
charge is withdrawn on the terms that A should under the power 
adopt: B, a son of the relative whose will she is said to have forged. 
In pursuance of this compromise A adopts B with all the formalities 
required by law. She then takes the boy to live with her, and treats 
him in every way as an adopted son. On A’s death a suit is brought 
against B by the next heirs of A’s husband to set aside the adoption 
and recover the property on the ground that the consent of A to the 
adoption was obtained by coercion. The court decides against B, who 
appeals. 

All members of the four Inns of Court are invited to attend and 
take part in-the moots. Two ‘counsel’’ will be heard for each of the 
parties. a 

Any member of an Inn of Court willing to argue at a moét should 
communicate as early as possible with the under-treasurer, Gray’s 
Inn, W.C. 


‘Increase in the Value of Tithe 
Rentcharge. 


Mr, P, W. Millard, the editor of “The Tithe Rentcharge Table” 
(Shaw and Sone, Fetter Lane, London, F.C.), writes :— 

Calculated as prescribed by the Tithe Acts on‘the septennial average 
corn_prices for 1907-13, which were published on Tuesday, the 6th 
inst., by the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries, the amount payable 
for 1914 in respect of each £100 of tithe rentcharge will be £75 16s. 4d. 
Although this value is £24 3s. 8d. below par and £36 19s. 23d. less than 
the record sum reached in 1875, yet it is £1 1s. 64d. more than the 
value for last year, and is the highest attained since 1892. 

It is now seventy-eight years since statutory provision was made for 
the commutation of the tithes of England and Wales into tithe rent- 
charge, varying in value from year to year according to the average 
prices of corn for the seven vears ended the next’ preceding Christmas. 











During the earlier part of-this period the annual variations were. on 


the whole, favourable to the receiver of the tithe rentcharge, but in 
recent years they have greatly favoured the payer of the charge. The 
average worth of each £100 of tithe rentcharge for the twenty-five years 
1890-1914 is only £71 5s. 10}d., as compared with £101 10s. 113d, for the 
previous fifty-three years, the corresponding ayerage for the whole perjod 
of seventy-eight years being £91 17s, O4d, 
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The Proposed Abolition of Grand 


Juries. 


The following pronouncements on the question of the abolition of grand 
juries were, says the 7’imes, made on the 6th and 7th inst. :-— 


Mr. Robert Wallace, K.C., in his address to the Grand Jury at the 
London Sessions, said that after many years’ experience at those Ses- 
sions—at the two Courts of which one-fifth of the indictable offences of 
the country were tried—he completely agreed with the recommendation 
for the abolition of the ancient tribunal of the Grand Jury. No doubt 
there was a period in the history of the country when Grand Juries 
discharged a most necessary duty, for at a time when judges were more 
subject to the inffhence of those in power they were certainly a most 
necessary institution in protecting the liberty of the subject. Those 
times had largely passed away, and the necessity which existed then 
did not exist in the same degree to-day. It was now unnecessary. to 
bring thirty or forty gentlemen for two days a month from their occupa- 
tions to do that which had already been done by police magistrates 
of knowledge and experience. 

Sir William Vincent, presiding at the Surrey Sessions at Kingston, 
said he had always been in favour of abolishing the Grand Jury system, 
except for the verv gravest offences, because he felt that the cases 
had already been thoroughly investigated at petty sessional courts by 
those who were accustomed to sift evidence. There was less need of 
Grand Juries now than ever, seeing that the interests of the prisoners 
were protected by the establishment of the Court of Criminal Appeal, 
so that there was very little prospect of an innocent person’s being 
convicted without its being set right on appeal. 

At Warwickshire Quarter Sessions Mr. Stratford Dugdale, K.C., 
chairman, said he was rather shocked by the suggestion that the Grand 
Jury system, which still served many useful purposes, should be 
abolished. The proposal depended mainly on the opinion of Mr. Justice 
Scrutton, who was a most able commercial lawyer, but had had no 
experience of criminal work before being appointed a judge in 1912. 
As the author of the Assize Relief Act, he admitted it had not fulfilled 
the intentions of its authors, which was that all cases triable at quarter 
sessions should be tried at those sessions. The judges had, on the 
whole, been adverse to the Act, and it had come to be disregarded and 
converted into a Sessions Relief Act. He took the view of Mr, Justice 
Avorv, and thought that justices should have full power to send cases 
to the assizes although the sessions were held before them. He 
approved the Lord Chief Justice’s suggestion that the justices in taking 
such action should state the special reasons for it. It was decided to 
circulate the Lord Chief Justice’s letter to Mr, Yates among the county 
justices for their guidance. 

Sir F. A. Bosanquet, K.C., the Common Serjeant, who presided 
at the East Sussex Quarter Sessions, said in charging the Grand 
Jury: Undoubtedly there are few cases in which the functions 
of a Grand Jury—the inquiry into a case by them—are essential. But 
it appears to me (I can enly speak for myself as I have had no 
opportunity of discussing the matter with the other magistrates’on the 
bench) there are two matters with which the public mind seems to be 
at present obsessed, by both of which we may be led into fallacies. One 
is that the great object of all changes in our judicial system should be 
for the purpose of saving time. My own view is that, though that. is 
an important consideration to the public, it is a very minor considera- 
tion to that of having our judicial system as nearly perfect as it may 
be. Another idea with which the public mind appears to be unduly 
filled is this, that everything can be trusted to go right without any 
special precautions, and that. among other things, committing magis- 
trates and petty juries at assizes and quarter sessions are sure to come 
to as correct conclusions as impartial men can. Generally it is so, but 
the Grand Jury, as a rule, represent a very different class of society 
from those whom we find are called to serve on petty juries. In some 
places there is a marked difference. There are cases, though they are 
few, where considerable prejudice exists of class against class, and we 
can all judge whether at the present moment there is more or less feeline 
of class against class than in the earlier periods of our experience and 
history. Cases do arise—and criminal cases—where the interests and 
prejudices of one class against another are immediately involved. T 
have mvself tried cases in a large mercantile town where the feeling ran 
‘so strong that vou knew before any evidence was given what the petty 
iurv would decide, because as it happens in oe » counties—lese in East 
Sussex than in some other places—the petty jury are necessarily drawn 
from almost entirely one class. In such cases it rather appears to me 
that by the abolition of the Grand Jury vou are removing one security™ 
which a man of one class requires when he is to be tried by a petty 
jury of another class. 

Sir Charles Chadwyck-Healey, K.C., was on Wednesday elected chair. 
man of the Somerset Quarter Sessions in succession to Sir Edward Fry. 
In charging the grand jury Sir Charles strongly condemned the proposal 
to abolish the grand jury system, and said he knew his views were 
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shared by many eminent men in the country. He thought it would be 
a great pity to break away from a great tradition which dated from 
the fourteenth century ; particularly when there was considerable doubt 
whether the proposed alteration would be a success. This might be said 
te be a sentimental view, but there were more important reasons why 
grand juries should not be abolished. A man might be committed on a 
serious charge, and the grand jury might throw out the bill preferred 
against him, thus sparing him the pain and indignity of standing in 
the prisoner’s dock. Then, again, the grand jury could at any time 
volce'a grieVance which might be felt in their county. 








Legal News. 


Changes of Partnership. 
Admission. 


Mr. Ernest Bevir, of Devereux Chambers, Temple, London, W.C., 
has from the 1st of January, 1914, taken his son, Mr. Harotp Bevir, 
into partnership, and as from that date their practice will be carried 
on under the style of Ernest Bevir & Son. 


Dissolutions. 


Apert Mayer Conn and Epcar Bensamtn Conn, solicitors (Albert 
& Edgar Cohn), 20, Great Winchester-street, in the city of London. 
Dec. 31. 


Epwarp Harotp Morris and Grirritx Ernton Owen, solicitors 
(Barker, Morris, & Owen. Dec. 31, so far as concerns the said Edward 
Harold Morris. 


WitmMm Davis Canntnc and THomas Norman ARKELL, solicitors 
(Crossman, Lloyd, Canning, & Arkell), Thornbury, Gloucestershire, and 
at Bristol. Dec. 31. The said William Davis Canning will continue to 
carry on the said business under the name or style of Crossman & Co. 


Mark Fretp, Stpney Fretp, and Epstace James Harrison, solicitors 
(Field, Sons, & Harrison), 5, Fenwick-street, Liverpool. Dec. 31. The 
said Mark Field and Sidney Field will continue to practise at the above 
address under the style or firm of Field & Sons. 


tzorGe WittiAM James Kino, Herpert Watter Netson, Huon 
Joun Kino, and Davin Joun Kennepy, solicitors (Lowless & Co.), 29, 
Great St. Helen’s and 21, St. Mary Axe, London, E.C. Dec. 31. 


Cuartes Watton Sawsrince, Tuomas Georce Kine. and Joun 
CampsBett Cooper, solicitors (Charles Sawbridge & Son), 68, Alderman- 
bury, in the city of London. Dec. 31. The said Charles Walton Saw- 
bridge and Thomas George King will continue to carry on business in 
partnership under the same style or firm of Charles Sawbridge & Son. at 
68, Aldermanbury aforesaid, and the said John Campbell Cooper will 
carry on business at Dauntsey House, Frederick’s-place, Old Jewry, 
E.C., under the style of John Campbell Cooper. [Gazette, Jan. 2. 


ArtHur Henry Bennetr and Atrrep ALLAN IRonstpe, solicitors 
(Bennett & Ironside), 6. Market-street, Leicester. Dec. 31. 


Cyartes Atoystus Marta Licutsounp, Owen WitittAM Owen, and 
Davin MaclIver, solicitors (Lightbound, Owen, & MacIver), 18, Water- 
street, Liverpool, and 26. Great St. Helen’s, London, E.C. Dec. 31. 
Charles Aloysius Maria Lightbound and Owen William Owen will carry 
on business at the above addresses under the style of Lightbound, 
Owen, & Co. [Gazette, Jan. 6. 





General. 


At the Surrey sessions at Kingston on the 6th inst. it was decided, 
on the recommendation of the Licensing Committee. that the compensa 
tion levy for the ensuing year should be three-fourths of the maximum 
rate. Last year the maximum was levied, and the two preceding years 
half rates only. Since 1905 the committee have extinguished 114 
licences. 


The King has, on the recommendation of the Secretary for Scotland, 
to whom the names were submitted by the Lord Justice-General, 
approved of the rank and dignity of King’s Counsel to his Majesty in 
Scotland being conferred on Mr. James Robertson Christie, advocate: 
Mr. James Duncan Millar, M.P., advocate; the Hon. William Watson, 
M.P., advocate. 


The sales at Tokenhouse-yard in the decade 1901-10 averaged 
£4 222,137 a year, but a steady decline, continued throughout 1913, has, 
says the Times of the 3rd inst., brought the annual average for the ten 
vears ended on the 3lst of December last down to £3,267,673. The 
figures for each year are as follows :— 


19% =... £4,206.,979 1907 £3.348 592 1919 £2,279,.797 
1905 .. £4,781,874 1908 £2 723.491 1911 £2.F 23,646 
1906 .. £4,385,204 1909 £2,782 192 1912 £2.554,302 

| 1913 £2,345 987 


Last year’s total includes about £484,000 in respect of reversionary 
interests and life assurance policies and gas and water stock. and 
miscellaneous stocks and shares, comnared with £429.500 in 1912. Every 
sale of real estate effected at Tokenhouse-yard is registered at the 
Estate Exchange. But the parties interested in a sale elsewhere may 
néglect to supply sufficient data. or thev may obiect to its inclusion in 
the returns, and to that extent the results are subject to correction, 





| Robert Michael Hall, solicitor, formerly Mayor of Salisbury, who 
istands committed for trial on charges of misappropriating money en- 
trusted to him by clients, was again brought up at Salisbury Police 
Court on the 6th inst. on three charges of fraudulent conversion to-his 
own use of trust funds amounting to about £1,700. Mr. Harold Pearce, 
who prosecuted on behalf of the Director of Public Prosecutions, ex- 
plained that the defendant was a trustee and executor under the will 
of Mr. James Horder, who died in May, 1902. The gross value of the 
estate was £3,970. and Mrs. Horder, the widow, and her son were 
co-trustees. The defendant had been a friend of the family for some 
years, and the affairs of the trust were left in his hands. The prosecu- 
tion alleged that without the knowledge of his co-trustees the defendant 
called in mortgages, and when he became bankrupt recently there was 
a deficiency in the Horder trust funds of about £2,000. The defendant 
was committed for trial, bail in £4,000 being allowed. 


The inquest on the body of Alfred Jones, 17, son of the vicar of 
Llandegai, who was killed by a motor-car last week, was continued at 
Bangor on Wednesday. The Rev. W. Andrew Jones stated in evidence 
that on Thursday night he was returning from Llandegai Church with 
his three children, and the last thing he remembered was speaking to 
his son in a jocular way and he then became unconscious. When he 
recovered he went in search of his boy. He did not see the motor- 
car. The police evidence showed that the owner of the car and the 
driver called at the police station two hours after the accident. The 
jury found that the speed of the car was a fair and reasonable one, 
but that, though a proper look-out was not kept, there was no culpable 
negligence. The coroner said the verdict amounted to one of ‘‘ Death 
by misadventure.”’ 

Sir William Plender, president of the Chartered Accountant Students’ 
Society of London. took the chair at the fourteenth annual dinner of 
the society at the Connaught Rooms on Wednesday night. Alderman 
Sir David Burnett proposed the toast of ‘‘ The Institute of Chartered 
Accountants,’’ and said that its membership now stood at 4.553, and 
the accumulated funds amounted to over £92,000. Mr. H. Woodburn 
Kirby, president, in responding, attributed the progress of the institute 
to the immense commerce of the country and the great increase in joint- 
stock enterprise. He considered international finance a great influence 
in the direction of good will among men, and he believed that in 1912 
a great European war was averted by its means. He thought that the 
time would come when international finance would intervene to cause 
a reduction of armaments. 

Mr. Atherley-Jones has addressed the following letter to 
the editor of the Times :—Sir,—Will you allow me to con- 
tradict an unfounded rumour that my retirement from Parlia- 
ment was due to the action from political motives of the 
Corporation of the City of London? The contradiction should 
indeed be superfluous, for, whatever may be the preponderating political 
opinion of its member, the Corporation of the City of London has never 
been guilty of any narrow or discriminating conduct towards political 
parties. In view, however, of certain Press comments it is desirable 
that I should remove any possible misconception as to the circumstances 
of my retirement. In law there is no Parliamentary disability attaching 
to the office, and the present law officers have so advised; previous 
Governments never discountenanced. but encouraged, the exercise of the 
privilege which pertains alike to the judge of the city court and to 
the corporation, from which in remote times the court derived its 
origin. For reasons which to them doubtless seemed good, the Govern- 
ment imposed upon me as a condition precedent to the appointment my 
retirement from Parliament. I need scarcely say that I made every 
effort to retain my seat until, at least, the close of the present Parlia- 
ment, but without avail. My gratitude for their generous recognition 
of my long Parliamentary service and professional merits compelled me 
to accept with respectful acquiescence their decision. 


The fires, says the Times of the 5th inst., in an article on ‘‘ The Cost 
of Home Fires in 1913,”’ attributed to suffragists first became prominent 
in March, and only reckoning those causing damage estimated to have 
amounted at least to £1,000. the total for the year is £237.650. Thirty- 
three fires contribute to this total. The number of fires and the damage 
done in edch month are shown thus :— 














Month, Number. Damage. 
ae | 
| 2 

March — oe 2 8,600 
Avril ° 5 17,460 
Mav po 4 89,6°0 
June = ee 17 49,500 
July . ee "1 29,0°0 
September 2 50,90) 
October .. 5 10,500 
November 2 6,000 
December 5 54,000 

Total o« - we tao a 33 287,650 





As there were many attempts attributed to suffragists which caused 
damage amounting to several hundreds of pounds, but less than £1,000, 
it would probably not be unreasonable to estimate the total cost of the 
“ suffragist ’ damage at about £250,000. But it is important to remem- 
ber that all the fires attributed to the militants may not have been 
committed bv them. Unfortunately there is often a difficultv in tracing 
the origin of fires, and it does not necessarily follow that the evidence 
of suffragist literature is conclusive. 
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The essential point, says the Times in the same article, for vendors 
of property to bear in mind—one well illustrated throughout 1913—is 
that the auction has lost nothing of its efficacy as a means for the dis- 

of real estate. In no other way can an equal amount of useful 
publicity be obtained, and if to the number of properties which were 
sold under the hammer be added those which changed hands by private 
negotiation soon afterwards, it will be found that the proportion of 
sales attributable to the time-honoured method of offering far exceeds 
the business done in-any other way. Whether it is tested by the results 
at Tokenhouse-yard, at Hanover-square, or in the suburban and country 
auction rooms, the same thing holds good. The percentage of sales 
actually effected in the rostrum during the past year exceeded that in 
1912. That it should be so is not surprising. Notwithstanding all the 
changes in recent years the person who really wants a property has 
not infrequently found his task of deciding what he ought to pay for 
it rather simplified than complicated by all that has happened. 








Tue directors cf the London County & Westminster Bank (Limited) 
have declared a-dividend of 10% per cent. (less income-tax) for the half- 
year ended the 31st of December last (making a total distribution for 
the year of 21} per cent.), leaving a balance of about £156,000 to be 
carried forward. 








Tue Guarantee Society (Limited) announce an interim dividend of 
6s. per share (less tax), payable 22nd inst.; same as before. 








Way Pay Rent’? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the ScorrisH TeMPeRANCE Lire AssuRANCE Co. (Limited). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ’Phone 6002 Bank.—(Advt.) — 








Herrinc, Son & Daw (estab. 1773), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making a speciality of valuations of every class of pro- 
perty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices: 98, 
Cheapside, E.C., and 312, Brixton-hill, S.W. Telephone ; City 377; 
Streatham 130.—(Advt.) 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


EMERGENCY APPEAL CouRT Mr. Jus‘ice Mr. Justice 
Date. RorTa. No. 1 JoYor, WARRIYGTON. 
Monday Jan. 12 Mr. Greswell Mr. Synge Mr. Borrer Mr. Leach 
Taesdiy ....13 Bloxam Charech Leach Goldschmidt 
Wednesday ..14 Jolly Farmer Greswell Church 
Thursday ....15 Rorrer Bloxam Tolle Greswell 
Friday ......16 Goldschmidt Greswell bloxam Jolly 
Saturday ....17 Leach Jolly Synge Bor er 
Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. NEVILLE, Eve. SARGANT, ASTRURY. 
Monday Jan 12 Mr. Farmer Mr. Jolly Mr. Bloxam Mr. Church 
Tuesday ....13 Synge Greawell Jolly Former 
Ww y ..14 Bloxtam Borrer Synge G1'd chmidt 
Thursday ....15 Goldschmidt Rynge Farmer Leach 
Friday ......16 Teach Farmer Church Borrer 
Saturday .,..17 Church Bloxam Goldschmidt Greswell 





HILARY SITTINGS, 1914, 


COURT OF APPEAL. HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Tw tae Lorp Onirr Jvstice’s Covar. CHANCERY DIVISION, 


On and after Monday, 12th Janusry. 1914, Cuanoery Cover IIT. 
an additional Court of Appeal will sit Mar. Justice JOYCE. 


inthe Lord Chief Justice’s Court and 
hear Appea’s from the King’s Bench — aoe will be taken on the 


D vision. 
On Monday, 1%h ard Tuesday 13th | The hearing of Actions with Witnesses 
January, Ex e Motions, O iginal # ill commenee on the 13th January. ard 
a 4 Interlocatory Appeals exeent when other Business is a‘ver- 

from all Divisions will be taken in this tised in the Daily Cause List, wll be 

3 continued throughout the Sittings. 

On Wednesday, 14th January, the Court 
will proceed to hear Appeala in the 


Ca : 
King’s Bench Final and New Trial List prunwnaaliyranecth-t 


(even numbers). Mr. Justices NEVILLE. 
The following will be in the Paper for | The Business in this Nourt (except when - 
hearing on y, 12th January :— otherwiee advertised) will be taken as 


follows :— 


Mondays mene in yee 

mpanies Acts non- 
Tuesdays ...... { wis les as ™ 
Wednesdays ...Fuar con and non-wit list 
Thursdays a 

ote, sht causes, pets & 
Fridays........ f —_——-ie P 
There will be no Sitting on Saturdays ; 

the Monrt will sit from 10.15 to 4.15 


Logp Justice Buckuszy and Lorn Josrics 
Purcirmoaz.. At 11 o'clock. 


otions, 
Interlocatory Appeals Irom all Divisions, 
Appzat Covar I. 


Workmen's Compensstion Appeals will 
be taken in this Court on Monday. 
12th January, and continued until 
further notice. 


days. 
Aprgat Covar II. Cuanozry Court I 
On Monday, 12th . 
a Monday, ~ bay 4 ate Daan Me. Jusrice- WARRINGTON. 


Mon., Jan. 12 . Mots and non-wit list 


rial 
numbers) will be in the — and con- 
tinued until further n2tice Tuesday ...13 { cael ie far con, and 


i 
o the Daily 





- 





Wednesday 14 : 

Thursday v5 } Non-wit list 

Friday ..... 15...Mots and non-wit list 
Monday ...19...Sitting in chambers 


Sht caus, pets, fur con 
a - 20 { Sha non-wit list 4 
Wednesday 21 : 
Thursday» .22 | Non-wit list 


Friday ...,..23...Mots and ron-wit list 
Monday ...26 . Sitting in chambers 
(Sht caus, pets, fur con, 


Tuesday .. = (and non-wit list 
Wednesday 28 : 
Thursday 7 39 } Non-wit list 


Friday ... ..30 Mots and non-wit list 
Mon., Feb, 2 voy in ——s 

‘ t caus, pets, fur con, 
Tuesday ... 3} and non-wit list 
Peanesday {} Non-wit list 


Friday ...... 6 .. Mote and non-wit liet 
Monday...... 9 Sitting in —- 

Sht caus, pets, fur con 

ee ber non-wit list , 
ny y a 

Thursday ...12 Non-wit list 

Friday ......13 . Mots ani non-wit list 

Monday......16 . Sitting in —- 

Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
pened I7 } and non-wit list 
Wednesday 18 : 
cane io} Non-wit list 
Friday ..... 20...Mote and non-wit list 
Monday......23 Sitting in chambers 





Sht caus, pets, fur con 
en + 24 loa non-wit list 4 
Wednesday 25 ) +4 7: 
Thureday 26 | Non-wit list 
Friday... . 27...Mots and non-wit list 


Mon., Mar. 2 Sitting in chambers 
q{Sht caus, pets, fur con 
Tuesday «.. 3 ) and non-wit list ' 


Wednesday 4 a6 i 
a : } Non-wit list 
Friday ..,... 6...Mots and non-wit list 


Monday...... 9 Sitting in chamber: 
Puesday .. 10$ Sht caus, pets, fur con, 


} and non-wit list 
bani eal | Non-wit list 
Friday ...... 13 ..Mots and non-wit list 
Monday ...16 ..8itting in chambers 
Taesday ...17 Sht caus, pets, fur con, 


Seduentert and non-wit list 

nesday 18 =. ae 

Thuraday...19 { Non-wit list 

Friday ..,...20.,.Mots and non-wit list 
Monday..... 23 Sitting in chambers 
Tursday 24 { Sbt caus, pets, fur con, 


Wedneoday 8 and non-wit list 
nesday 25 P 

Thursday...26 } Non-wit list 

friday ....27 Mots and non-wit liet 
Monday......30...Sittirg in chambers 

(Sht caus. pets, far con, 





poe - + and non-wit list 
ed., ril 1 oo te 
Thareday 2 \ Non-wit list 


Friday ........ 3... Mots and non-wit list 

Monday ...... 6 Sitling in chambers 

- { Sht caus, pets, fur ocn, 
‘and non-wit list 

Wednerday 8...Non-wit list 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be 
so heard, and the necessary papers, in- 
cluding two copies of the minutes of 
the proposed judgment or order, must be 
left with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put into 
the paper. 


N.B.—The following papers on further con 
sideration are required for the use of the 
Judge, viz.:—Two copies of minutes of 
the proposed judgment or order, 1 copy 
pleadings, and 1 copy master's certificate, 
which must be left in court with the 
judge's clerk one clear day before the 
further consideration is ready to come 
into the paper. 


Logp Cuancetibr’s Covrr, 
Mr. Justice EVE. 


Mon., Jan. 12 . Sitting in chambers 
Mote, sht caus, pete, fur 
ol { con, and noa-wit list 
edoeaday 14 : 
Thursday .. 16 Non-wit list 


Friday .....13...Mots and non-wit list 

{ Liverpool and Manchester 
Saturday ...17 | business 
Monday ...... 19...8itting in chambers 


Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
nets - 20 { and non-wit list 
Wedneeday 21 ) ~ it Vi 
Thuredey” 23 } Non-wit list 
Friday... 28... Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ...24...No Sitting 
Monday......2€ ey in chambers 

: ;Sht caus, pets, tur con 
remain! +27 | and non-wit list - 
Wednesday 28 } wit ii 
Thursdey..,.29 | Non-wit list 





Friday ..,...30...Mots and non-wit list 
tig £1 (eee oe re 
Mon., Feb, 2...8itting in chambers 


{Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
Tuesdey ... 3) ond non-wit list ‘ 
Wednesday 4 os 18 
Thursday ... 5 } Non-wit list Pek 
Friday ...... 6 ..Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ... 7...No Sitting 
Monday...... 9 .Sitting in chambers 


Sht cans, pets, fur oon 
Tuesiay ...10 Gas non: wit list 
} wom eg a} Non-wit list 
Friday ‘ss, -13...Mote and ee . 
Liverpool and Manchester 
Saturday tof Sees 
Monday...... 16...8itting in nny 
»~§Sbt caus, pets, far oon 
Taeeday ...17} and non-wit list : 
ee = { Non-wit list 
Friday ... . 20...Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ...21 ..No Sitting be 
Monday ... ..23...8itting in chambers 
Tuesd . 24 { Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
™ y « and non-wit list 
Wednesday 25 | Non-wit list 
Friday ....27...Mots ant non-wit list 
( Manchester and Liverpoo 
Saturday 2g ) business 
Mon., Mar, 2...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesd: gf Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
uesday..... 9) and non-wit list 
pena na $ { Non-wit list 
Friday a, 6.,.Mota and non-wit list 
Saturday ... 7.. No Sitting 


Monday ... 9...Sitting in chambers 

Sht caus, peta, far ccn 
Toesday ...10 and non-wit list ‘ 
aoae” fe } Non-wit list 
Friday ......13 Mots and non-wit list 


Saturday . is} — and Manchester 
Monday ...16 Sitting in ——- 

{Sht caus, pets, fur con 
Tuesday ...17 (and non-wit list . 


Saturday . 2|...No Sitting 
Monday ...23 ..8itting in chambers 
Tuesday to { She caus, pet:, fur con, 


Welnesd and non-wit list 
Vednesday 25 wit li 
Thurs iay...26 1 Non-wit list 
Friday ...... 27...Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ...°8 { eacherter and Liverpool 
Monday ...3) ..Sitting in chambers 

{ Sht caus, pets, fur con 
Tuesday 31} and non-wit list 


Wed., Anl. 1) : 
Thorsday ... 2f No2-wit list 
Friday ...... 3. Mots and non-wit list 


Satnrday .. 4. No Sitting 
Monday .,.. 6 Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday .. 7{n Pale pets, and non- 


Wedresiay 8...Non-wit list 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the pro- 

d judgment or order must be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put in the 
paper. In defauls the cause will not be 
put in the paper. 


N.B.—The following papers on farther con- 
sideration are required for the use o' the 
Judg>, viz. :—Two copies of minutes of 
the proposed order, 1 copy pleadings. 1 
copv judgment, and 1 copy master’s verti- 
ficate, which musi be left in court with 
the judg»’s clerk one clear day before 
the farther consideration is ready to 
come into the paper. 


Caancery Coorrt V. 
Mr. Justice SARGANT. 


Except when other Business is advartised 
in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice 
Sargant will take Actions with 
Witnesses throughout the Sittings. 


The Court will sit at 10.15 and rise at 
4.15 each day except Saturday, when 
there will be no sitting. 


Cuancery Court IL 


Ma. Justice ASTBURY. 


Excapt when other Business is advertissd 
in the Daily Cause List Aciions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout 
the Bit:ings. 

N.B.—There will be no Satarday Bittings, 
bat the Court will sit till 4,30 on other 
days, 
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THE COURT OF APPEAL, 


Hivary Sirrinas, 


The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time to 
announced in the 


time, be 

FROM THE CHANCERY DIVI 
SION THE PROBATE, 
DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY 


DIVISION (PROBATE AND 
DIVORCE), AND rHE 
COUNTY PALATINE AND 
STANNARIES COURTS 
(General List.) 
1913 
In re Drewell, de Storr v 
Drewell 
Grose v Briggs and ors (is o 
generally) 
A G §&palding & Bros v A W 
Gamage Id and ors (s 0) 
Companies Winding up In re the 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 
1905, and In re the Premier 
Underwriting Assoc ld 
Dysart and anr v Hammerton 
In re John Lewis, de Mitchell 
v Hunt 
In re Same Same v Same 
Hewson and anr v Shelley and 
ors 
In the Matter of the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908, and 
In the Matter of the Law 
Guarantee Trust and Acci 
dent Soc ld 
Hoperoft v Hopcroft & Norris 
ld 
Hopcroft & Norris ld vy Hopcroft 
and anr 
In re P C Smith, dee Smith v 
Smith (s o generally) 
In re William Cresswell, de« 
Lineham v Cresswell and ors 
In re T H Archer-Hind, de 
Dunn v Archer-Hind 
Millbourn and ors v Lyons 
John Vipond & Co ld V The 
Blaenavon Co ld 
In re H C Nisbet, de In re 
A B Darby, de Darby 
Nisbet 
In re M C Law, a Solr, & 
Wood v Conway Corpn 
In re The Trusts of Ear] Somers 
Will and Codicil Somerset v 
Somerset and ors and In re The 
Conveyancing Act, 1911 
In re Phillip Williams, dec Met 
calf and ors v Williams and 
ors 
In re Jenzon, de Bower v 
Chetwynd 
In re James Gibbon, dec Lamb 
and ors v Chater and anr 
In re an Application, No 349,763, 
by the Texas Co for registr: 
tion, and In re The Trad 
Marks Act, 1905 
Last and anr v Hucklesby 
Swansea District Registry 
Woodman v The Pwllbah Col 
liery Co ld 
In re Claremont, dee Claremont 
and anr v Bastard and ors 
Goodwin, Ferreira & Co v Pinto 
Leite 
In re Jane Shaw, de Publi 
Trustee v Little and ors 
In re John Scutt, dee In re 
Josias Croad, de« In re E 
Kellaway de« Seutt and ors 
v Ensor and ors 
FROM THE CHANCERY AND 


PROBATE 
DIVISIONS 
(Interlocutory 

1913 

Korkis v Andrew Weir & Co 
In re J R Lee, de 


ors v Lee 


AND DIVORCE 


List. ) 


Nicholls and_ | 


1914. 


Daily Cause List. 
Collieries Trust ld 

Dover, St Margarets 
Mill Light Ry Co 


and 
and 
and 


Channel 
ors v 
Martin 
ors 

Bowden v Warwick 

In re Barker Oxley, 

v Oxley 
re Companies Consolidation 

Act, 19%, and In re The 

Palace Restaurants Jd 

FROM THE COUNTY 
TINE COURT OF 
CASTER. 

(General List.) 
1913, 

In re John Fletcher, dec In re 
Sarah Fletcher, dec Johnston 
v Miller and ors (Manchester 
District Registry) 

In re Charles Roger Jacson, dec 
Peel v Jacson (Liverpool Dis- 
trict Registry) 

Hall v The Lord Mayor, 
men and Citizens of the 
of Manchester 

FROM THE PROBATE AND 

DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1913. 

In re Reginald Percy 

dec E C Hamilton 

E E Hamilton 


dec 


Hornby 


In 


PALA- 
LAN- 


Alder- 
City 


Probate 
Hamilton, 
(widow) v J 
(spinster) 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH 

DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re Henry Lowndes Leopoldina 
Count Leovoldina (expte The 
Debtor v The Official Receiver) 
No 986 of 1899 

In re R B Jane (trading as W 
Caudery & Co) and Inre CCC 
Wightman (proc eedings consoli 
dated by order of Court, dated 
Aug 28, 1911) (expte F J Young 
the Trustee v The London Joint 
Stock Bank Id), No 1,409 of 1909 

THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 

Judgments Re 
(Final List ) 

Ryan v The Oceanic 
gation Co ld 
Scanion v 
Same (ca v Nov 27) 

FROM THE KING'S BENCH 

DIVISION, 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1911. 


Penman (Gee 
(so 


FROM 


Sel ved, 


Same O’Brien v 


& Sheen 
generally 


McRae v 
3rd_ parties) 
Nov 8) 

The Egyptian Hotels ld v 
Mitchell (Surveyor of Taxes) 
Holland & Hannen & Cubitts Id 
v Decies (s o until further 

order) 

Hiam v Cambrian Ry Co 

Dominy v Beaumont 


In re The London Building Act, 
1894 Clode v The London 
Council (s o not before 
Jan 27) 


Rome v Rome 

Skeate v Slaters ld 

Dunlop Tyre Co v 
Co ld 

Attorney-Gen 
Mayor &c of the City of Worces- 
ter) v Sharpness New Docks &c 
Co 


Selfridge & 


Steam Navi- 
O’Connell v Same | 


James} 


(at the ration of the 





4 


White v. Ross and anr 

Richards v Turner and anr 

Leicester v Dixon 

In the Matter of the Arbitration 
Act, 1889, and In the Matter 
of an Arbitration between Wil- 
kinson and The Car and Genera! 


Insce Corpn Id 

The Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co 
Id v New Garage and Motor | 
Co ld 


Morison v London County and | 
Westminster Bank ld 
Bestermann v British Motor Cab 
Co and anr 
H K Reeves v I. M Pope and L M | 
Pope v H K Reeves and ors, by 
counter-claim 
Warner International and Over- 
seas Engineering Co ld v Kil- | 
burn, Brown & Co 
Allen vy The Great Eastern Ry 
Co and ors 
Gale v Preston 
Dickson v J A Scott 
White v Barnes 
Johnson Billington Electricity | 
Meters Id v Billington 
| 
| 


In the Matter of an Arbitration 
between Henry Sidney and The | 
North Eastern Ry Co 

Lewis v G Davies (E Davies clmt) 

Warham v Selfridge & Co ld 

Maior & Co ld vy John Watt & 
Co Id 

Associated Newspapers ld and ors | 
v The Mayor &c of London 

Cointat v T Mvham & Son | 

E V King v Parker | 

siddell v Jackson | 

Hallett v Hughes 

Eberhart v Collins 

Lonnon v Coppee 

Thompson v H & W Nelson ld | 

Walter v Whiteman | 

Jameson v_ Garlick 

Spencers ld v Meyrick 

Williams v McCombie 

Nelson v James Nelson & Sons ld | 

Rodocanachi & Reynolds ld v C J | 
Hambro & Son 

Chantrey v London Theatres of 
Varieties ld | 


Standard Private. Finance Co of | 

Ireland ld v Pitman 
Cohen v Haynes and ors 
Evans v Giverndraeth Anthracite | 

Collieries 1d 
Holding .v Bankes and anr 
Reed v Jondon Theatres of | 

Varieties ld | 
Nightingale v Parsons 
Skidmore v Walsh 
Mayor &c of Gateshead vy Lums | 


den 

Morgan v Gray 

In thé Matter of an Arbitration 
between the County Council of 
the North Riding of Yorkshire | 
and-The Middlesbrough County | 
Council 

London Trades” Shipping ‘Co 1d v 
ag en Mercantile Shipping 
Xo lk 

Reece (trading as J Blake 
v Kingsmill and ors 

H K Judd & Co ld v Lendon and 
South Western Bank ld 

Crack .v. Hayward 

Hurlstone v London Electric Ry 
Co and anr ' 

Allis Chalmers & Co v Fidelity 
Deposit Co of Maryland 

Hughes and ors v Fossick 

Wolf v-R H Halford & Sons ld 

Wigmore v Harris 

R Leslie ld v Shiell 

Hughes v_ Roberts 

Bown v Cory 

Parkyn and anr v_ Dunbar 

The General Estates Co 


& Co) 


Id v 


Beavon \ 


| Hippolyte Sohm v Kilsby (stayed 
| for securi by order, dated 
| June 11, 1313 3) 
Pilling v South Kirkby, Feather- 
stone and Hemsworth Collieries 
Co ld 


| Streatfileld vy New Central Omni- 


bus Co ld 

Cooper and ors v Crawford 

Hardinge v Woodbridge & Flint 

Betts v The Yorkshire Insce Co ld 
and Debenhams ld 

Same v Same 

In re The Agticultural Holdings 
Act, 1908, and In re an Arbitra- 
tion between J. Osborne and 
A W Shaw 


| Shoerats v Shoerats 


Western Electric Co ld v Great 
Eastern Ry Co 

Griffin v Maitland 

Société des Hotels 
Hawker 

Hughes v Margett’s International 
Sectional Tyre Co ld and ors 

Bendix v Chilian Syndicate ld and 
anr 

Stuart v Meyer & Co 

Dixon v Troesan Estates Id 

Burnett v Samuel (to come on 
with No 6, Interlocutory List) 

Jenkins v Cohen 

Higgins y Power 

Dallimore v Williams and anr 

Ormsby v The Troesan Estates ld 

Thorn v Alhambra Co ld 

Priest v MeClymont 

Watney, Combe, Reid & Co ld v 
Berners ‘ ; 

Chancer v Weisberg 

Mather v Thackersey and ors 


Réunis v 


| The Western Steamship Co ld v 


Amaral, Sutherland & Co Id 


| Glyn v Holophane tf 


Danckwerts v French & Plucknett 
and ors 

Nicholson v Cowen and anr 

Doubble v -Ramuz 

United States Steel Products,Co 
v Great Western Ry Co 

| Home Counties Transport Co ld 
v Gasson, Cockerill & Co Id 

E Dean & Beal Id v_ Société 
Anonyme. des Chocolats au lait 
F-. L Cailler 

Street v Royal Exchange Assce 

Charing. Cross, West End and 
City Electricity Supply Co Id v 
London Hydradlic Powét Co 

Bailey and ors v Lord Mayor &c 
of Manchester 

Reilly v Mayor &c of Salford 

Homer v London, Brighton and 
South Coast Ry 

Toronto Ry Co and ors v National 
British and Irish Millers Insce 
Ce ld 


|, Ryall v Kidwell 


Dobkin v_ Lisle 


Bennett Steamship Co v Hull 
Mutual Steamship’ Protecting 
Soc ld 


Rees v Lewisham Borough Council 

Capital and Counties Bank Id y 
Wright 

Ford v Old Wharf, Paradise-street 
(Birmingham) Properties 1d 


|, Jones and.anr v.T: P Jordeson & 


0 
Firth v Layton 
London County Council v 
and ors 
Same v Same 
Bricoult-Romain v-Invincible & 
General Insce*Co ld and anr 
de Woolf v de Leef 
Anderson v Caves 
George E Fox ld v Price 
Wootton v.Sievier and ors 
Stepney -& -- Bow Educational 
Authority v The Commrs of In- 
land Revenue (Revenue side) 


Allen - 








~~ 





_ Jan. 10, 1914. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





[Vol. 58] 404 





Muliesa Rubber Plantations 1d,& | 
Robert William Elder v Hilckes ' 

Poad v Scarborough Union 

In re an Arbitration between W | 
H T Porter, Applicant, and Sir 
E H Fraser and ors, Respts 

In re A E G Champion, one of | 
the Solicitors of the Supreme 
Court 

Wilkinson v E T Holdsworth & 
Co ld 

Kacianoff and ors v 
Traders Insce Co ld 

Westborough Urban District 
Council v Barsley British Co- 
operative Soc Jd 

Drummond v J W Collins, Sur- 
veyor of Taxes (Revenue side) 

Mygatt v Glyn 

The King v Income Tax Com- 
missioners 

Marwood v General Argentine Ry | 
Co 

Power v Bulnois 

In re Bernard Boaler & In re The 
Vexatious Actions Act, 1896 

Morgan v White 

Pim v Sayers and ors 

Norman & Beard Id v General 
Steam Navigation Co ld 

Lay v Hill’s Gas Plants ld 

Killar v Robin 

Forbes v Samuel 

Produce Brokers Co ld v Olymian 
‘Oil & Cake Co Id 

Davies, Evans and ors v Thomas 

Dannatt v Wright & Co 

Jones v MacCrea 

Owles v Dobbs and anr & Owles 
and anr v Dobbs and anr 

Marsh (applt) v Darley (respt) 

The M Thomas Shipping Co Id v | 
London & Provincial Marine & 
General Insce Co ld 

British Oil & Cake Mills ld v Port | 
of London Authority 

South African Motor Transport 
Co Id v Sydney Straker & 
Squire ld 

Holland & Hannen & Cubitts 1d 
v Decies 

Charles Lee Roberts & Co v 
Marsh 

M E Booty, an infant (by her 
father, G Booty) v London 
Pressed Hinge Co 

Grimes v Evans (trading as A | 
Partner & Co) 

Donald Tarry & Slade v Hilckes 

Tabraham v Kellett 

The King v Mellor | 

Harrington v Pearl Life Assce Co | 


China 


Thomas vy Carr 

Pursell v Clement Talbot Id 

Kirby v Chessum (H.M. Commrs 
of Works, 3rd parties) 

Same v Same 

Saaler v London General Omnibus | 
Co ld | 

Ashton & Mitchell ld v Burns 

Roger Mortimer & Co v Rose 

Joseph Travers & Sons Id v | 
Cooper 

National British and Irish Millers’ 
Insce Co ld v National General 
Insce Co ld 

Gibson v Marks 

Hurst v Picture Theatres Id 

Hughes, judgment creditor vy May, 
judgment debtor (Lubbock, 
Garnishee) 

Great Western and Metropolitan 
Ry Cos Assessment Committee 
v The Met Boro’ of Hammer 
smith Same v Same 

Charlton v Gaskain & Co 

Hillier v_Lans Bros ld and ors 

Gabriel & Sons v Churchill & Sim 

London County Council vy Church- 
wardens of St Botolph, Bishops- 
gate 





Lamport v Siegenberg and ors 
Same v Same 

Holloway v Financial News ld and 
ors 

Evans v Main Colliery Co ld 


The King v Assessmetit Committee 


of the Met Boro’ of Islington 
expte The London County 
Council) (To be first in List 
Hilary Sittings) 

Codling v J Mow lem & Co 
Proenca v South American Ry 
Construction Co ld 
Kift v London Metallic 

Co ld 
Arkell & Douglas v Kenner & Co 
Gonsky v Rosenfeld & Koeri 
Mossley Transport Co ld v Lon- 
don and North Western Ry Co 


Capsule 


| Alston v Durell 
| Stott (Baltic) 


Steamers ld v 
Marten and ors 
Williams v New 

Theatres Id 
Ford v Summerhayes 
Smith v Motor Union Insce Co 
— v London County Coun- 
ci 


Manchester 


| Dobson v Horsley 


Pitt v Salmon 


| In re an Arbitration between The 


Saccharin Corpn Id and The 
Anglo - Continental Chemical 
Works ld 

Heyl v Haighton 

In re an Arovitration between the 
Mawson Shipping Co ld and P 
Reyer 

Webber v Excess Insurance Co ld 

Ricketts v Thomas Tilling Id 

Reichardt v Shard 

Usher’s Wiltshire Brewery ld v 
Bruce, Surveyor of Taxes 
(Revenue Side) 

Wills v The Great Western Ry Co 

Briggs v Metallurgique ld 


| Bull v Painter 


F Winkle & Co ld y L Gent & 
Son 
Tofts v se Life Assce Co ld 


| Edge v Napier & Son 


FROM THE PROBATE 
DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION (ADMIRALTY). 


With } 


Nautical Assessors, 


(Final List.) 


1913. 

The Domira—1913—Folio 30 The 
Commander, Officers and Crew 
of H.M.S. Melpomerie vy The 
Steamship Domira Co ld 


| The Mariana—1912—Felio 325 


The Nestle and Anglo-Swiss 
Condensed Milk Co v whe Bri- 
tish India Steam Navigation 
Co Id 

The Junio—1912—Folio 503 The 
Owners of the Dutch Steamship 
Dordrecht v ‘The Owners of the 
Spanish Steamship Junio and 
freight 

The ‘tern—1912—Folio 505 The 
Owners of the Steam _Drifte: 
City of Edinburgh v Owners of 
Steamship Tern of Ipswich 
(damage) 

The Elswick Grange—1913—Folios 
51 and 56 (consolidated) The 
Owners of the Steamship Sper 
anza v The Owners of the 
Steamship Elswick Grange 
(damage) 

The Phebus—1913—Folios 270 
and 280 (consolidated) The 
Owners of the Steamship Bahar- 
istan and the Owners of her 
cargo v The Owners of the 
Steamship Phebus and hei 
freight (damage) 





Incorporated 
A.D. 1720. 


Head Oifice. 


ROYAL EXCHANGE 


ASSURANCE CORPORATION, 


ACCIDENTS, MuvTOR-CAR 


FIRE. LIFE, SEA 
PLATE-GL? 48S, ANNUITIES 


SO.ICITORS nominated by the Creator of a Trust 
are employed by The Royal Exchange Assurance when 
acting as EX<GUIOR or TRUSTEE. 

Apply for full particulars of all classes of Insurance to the Secretary— 
ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 
44, PALL MALL, 8.W. 


HEAD OFFICE: 
West END BRANCH: 














Governor: 
Sir Nevile Lubbock, 
c.M.G. 


BURGLARY, THIRD PARTY 


EMPLOYERS LIABILITY | 
FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 














The SS Britannia-—1913—Folio 347 
The Owners of SS. Virgo v The 
Owners of SS. Britannia (dam- 
age) 

without Nautical Assessors. 

The Fox — 1913 — Folio 283 
Thomas Walker & Co v Horlock 
(demurrage) 

(interiocutory List.) 

The Cairnbahn—iyl2—Folios 11 
and 218 (consolidated) The 
Owners of Hopper Barges No 2 
and 5 v The Owners of SS Cairn- 
bahn and The Owners of the 
Steam ‘lug Nunthorpe (dam- 
age) (s o sine die) 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 

1911. 

Clark v- Forster Same v Same 

Forster v Aldridge In re H 


Forster (expte J Jackson 
Clark, in Bankruptcy) (s o till 
after action before ) 

1912. 


The King v Justices of the County 
of London and ors (expte Stan- 
ley) (s o generally) 

The King v Justices of the County 
of London and ors (expte the 
London County Council) (s 0 
generally) 

1913. 

Bright v Vidal (s o with liberty 
to apply) 

Forbes vy Samuel (s o until further 
order May 28, for Court No 1) 

Burnett v Samuel (with Final 
Appeal, No 84) 

Bates v Alston (s o for appoint- 
ment of Legal Representative) 
The King v The Commissioners of 
Customs and Excise and Rey- 
nolds (expte Jenkins) (s o 
liberty to apply) 
Pure Jamaica Id v 

and ors 

Rachel Benjamin (trading &c) v 
Carter, Paterson & Co Id 

Okura & Co ld v Fosbacka Jern 
verks Aktiebolag 

The British White Cross Milk Co 
v Watchorn 

Mold and Denbigh Junction Ry 
Co v The London and North 
Western Ry Co 

Maisel v Financial Times ld 
IN RE THE WORKMEN'S 

COMPENSATION ACTS, 1897 

AND 1906. 
(From County Courts.) 
1913. 

Richards v Morris 

Mapp v A Straker & Son, Smit} 
Bros ld 

Barnes v Evans & Co 


Rutherford 


Harlock v Owners of Ship Coquei 


Clapp v Carter 

Wheatley v The Lumley Brick 
Co ld 

Lloyd v Midland Ry Co 

Zillwood v Winch 

Unger v Howell 

Foston v F S Crossland & Sons 

Parker vy Owners of Ship Black 
Rock 

Bates v J Holding & Co 

Huscroft v Bennett 

Bateman v Albion Combing Co ld 

Heeks v Lunch 

Jackson v Denton Collieries Co ld 

Thompson v_ North Eastern 
Marine Engineering Co ld 

Hayward v Westleigh Colliery Co 
ld 

Frederick Sellers v The Rural 
District Council of Boston 

Bonney v Joshua Hoyle & Sons 
ld 

Ing v Higgs 

Marshall v Price, Wills & Reeves 

Rocca v Stanley Jones & Co 

Watts v Logan & Hemingway 

Sampson v General Steam Navi- 
gation Co 

Gotshed v Petchell 

Milne v John Petrie, junr, ld 

James v W B Reid & Co ld 

Lacey v John Mowlem & Co ld 

Lee (pauper) v Owners of the 
Ship St George 

Walsh v Lock & Co (Neuland) 
ld 

Williams v Bwllfa & Merthyr 
Dare Steam Collieries (1891) Id 

Dean v Rubian Art Pottery Id 

Weekes v W Stead & Co 

Smith v D Davis & Sons ld 

Sanderson v Henry Wright ld 

Howell v Chadwick 

Butlworthy v Glanworth 

May v Ison 

Coltman v Morrison & Mason Id 

Erwin & Massey v Saunders 

Hewitt v John Welch & Sons Id 

Ford v The Gaiety Theatres ld 
and ors 

Williams v Ruabon Coal & Coke 
Co ld 

Jones v Windei 

Prowse v Drew 

Porter v Whitbread & Co 

Price vy Tredegar Iron & Coal Co 
ld 

Turnbull v Vickers Id 

Dunn v King Bros (Stourbridge) 
ld 

Slater v The Blyth Shipbuilding 
& Dry Docks Co ld 

Hodgson v Robins, Hay, 
& Hay 

Snell v Lord Mayor, &c of Bris- 
tol 

Martin v J Lovibond & Sons Id 


Waters 


Ellen Evans (Widow) v Hollo- 


way 
Mortimer y Wisker 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Hi~ary Sitrines, 1914 
List 


Notices Retatinc To THE CHANCERY CAUSE 

Mr. Justice Joycr Except when other Business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings 

Mr. Justice WARRINGTON.—Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice Warrington will take his Business | 
as announced in the Hilary Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Nevitte will take his Business as announced in the 
Hilary Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Eve will take his Business as announced in the Hilary 
Sittings Paper. 

Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Eve will take 
Liverpool and Manchester Business on Saturdays, the 17th and 3lst 
January, the 14th and 28th February, and the 14th and 28th March. 

Mr. Justice Sarncant.—Except when other Business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Sargant will sit for the disposal of 
His Lordship s Witness List daily (except Saturdays throughout the 
Sittings 

Mr. Justice Astpury.—Except when other Business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Astbury will sit for the disposal of 


His Lords hip’s Witness List throughout the Sittings 
Judge in C hambers Mr. Justice WARRINGTON, 


and Mr. Justice Eve will sit in Court every 
ys to hear Chamber Summonses. 

into Court and Non-Witness Actions will be 
Warrincton, Mr. Justice Nevitte and Mr. 


Summonses before the 
Mr. Justice NeviLwr 
Monday during the Sittin 

Summonses Adjourned 
heard by Mr. Justice 
Justice Eve 

Motions, Petitions and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated 
in the Hilary Sittings Paper. 

Norice with Rerekence TO THE CHANCERY WITNEss LIsTs. 
Judges will sit for the disposal of 


During the Hilary Sittings the 
Witness Actions as follows 

Mr. Justice Joyce will take the Witness List for Joyce and Eve, JJ. 

Mr.. Justice SaARGAN? will take the Witness List for WARRINGTON and 
Saroant, JJ. 

Mr. Justice Astsury will take the Witness List for Nevitte and 
Astbury, JJ 


HEARING. 


Cuancery Causes ror TRIAL OR 
1913. 


set down to December 23rd 


| In re David Jones, dec 


‘| 


Refore Mr. Justice Joyce. Jones v Ocean Coal Co Id 
Retained Matters Shepherd v London & Lancashire 
In re Thomas Crook's Trade Mark, Fire Insce Co ld 
No 346.347 In re Lever Bros Harper v Hamlin 
opposition & In re The Trade Alf Cook ld vy William Hobb & 
Marks Act, 1905 Sons Id 
In re Erasmus Smith, dec John In re Anne Stuart, dec Parkin- 
son Vv Bright-Smuith son v Singleton 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses) Fisher v Fisher 
Chambers v Derham Wallace v Dane 
Brodie v Bowling (Jan 13 Price v Jenkins 
Wartski v Meaker Stansfield vy United Counties Bank | 
In re bi llows, dec DA y V ld 
Corker (s 0 generally) Davies v Evans 
Gas Economising & Improved Hunt v Thomas 
Light Syndicate v Blanchard London Tecla Gem Co v Frankel 
Ls amp Patents Co Mercer v Page 
Leon v Slomnicki (s 0) Stevens McCarter v Bock 
Marconi v Helsby Wireless Tele In re G J Tompkins, dec Tomp 
graph Co kins v Mathias 
Joward Asphalt Troughing Co | Motor Owners’ Petrol Combine v 
ld v Co-operative Wholesale Rodocanachi 
Soc Id George Newnes Id v Bullivant 
Palmer v Kingerlee Wynn v The Corpn of Conway 
Swan v_ Pickering (stayed for 
security) Before Mr. Justice WARRINGTON, 
Paul v Hobbs Retained Matters. 
Dayer Smith v Hadsley (8 o until Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
after appeal to House of Lords) (From Mr. Justice SwINreN 
Roberts v Davies ; Eapy’s List.) 
In re E K Bridger, dec Bridger In re W G Probyn, dec Probvn 
,, ¥ Samipeon v Drayton (s o generally) — 
Easton v Davis . 5 oe 
Cearns & Brown Id v Burna Grosslicht — \ Patent Protection | 
F. Kendall v Biddell Assoc Id (s 0 pending petn to | 
M Kendall v Biddell wind up) 
City & West End Properties Id v From the King’s Bench Division. 
Ph. Lloyd Etlinger & Co Id v David | 
Attorney-Gen v Foundlin Hos A Sutherland & tobert JL 
pital - + irimswood (transferred Oct 31. 
In re Thomas Rose, d Ravet 1915, for Jan 27) 
croft v Ros (From Mr. Justice Evg’s List.) 
Devon United Mines (1906) Id v Martin v Whitton (for Jan 27) 
The Wheal Jewell & Mary Tavy Rees v Robbins 
Mines Id (not before Easter) Hutchinson and anr v Major & 
Lingard v Stanley Co ld (fixed for Jan 13) 
Paluser v Mayor &e of Dove Willis v McIntyre McIntyre 


and anr Willis and ors 





Salaman v Blair Blair v John- 
stone 
Taylor & Smith v Green 


Hoare y Hoare 


Further 


Mortimer v Newport, 


Considerations. 


Godshill © 


St. Lawrence Ry Co 

In the Matter of the Estate of 
Annie James, dec & ors 
William Thomas James, dec & 


ors v William James 


Causes for Trial without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses. 


In re P Collings, a Solr, and l 
re Taxation of Costs (s 0) 

In re Nicholas Kendall, an infant 

(s 0) 
re Letters Patent, No 18,898 

of 1904 & In re Patents and De 

sign Act, 1907 o leave to 
amend) 

In re Ernest Edward Street, dec 

Vevers v Holman (s o liberty 

to amend) 
re Woollett, aec Bate v 

Woollett (s o until further order) 

In re Henry Smith, dec Tingle v 
Smith (s o generally) 

In re Isaac Robinson Robinson v 
Robinson (s o generally) 

Smith v Australian Mining Gold 

Recovery Id (s o generally) 
re Eyre, infants Guardian- 

ship of Infants’ Act, 1886 (in 

camera) (s o generally) 

Miehle Printing Press & Manufac- 
turing Co v Linotype Machinery 
ld 

In re Lowndes, 
Attorney-Gen 

In re Thomas Key, 
Key (restored) 

In re Beaumont, 


In 


(s 


In 


In 


dec Amphilett v 


Baker v 


dec 


dec (Newcastle- 


upon-Tyne District Registry) 
(s o generally) 

Egmont y Aman (s o liberty to 
apply) ‘ 

In re B C Shepherd Harrison y 
Shepherd 

In re David F D Scott, dec Baw- 
tree v Scott 

In re Samuel Bennett Hill, dec 
In re The Mortmain & Charit 
able Uses Act, 1891 Orchard v 


Spencer 
In re Ashford Settlement Trusts 
Griffiths v Ashford and ors 

re Mary Wimperis, 
Wicken v ,Wilson 
In re Sir Francis Graham 

dec Clarke v Moon 
In re J Taylor, 

Tay lor 
Hickman v Bentley 


dec 
Moon, 
dec 


Gallagher v 


Same v Same 


Marling v 


Wilcox 

In re Cahlmann, dec Alexandre 
v Merriman 

In re Doyne, dee Kennedy v 
Vesey ‘ 


Turner v Salt 

In re Nash, dec Wilson v Nash 

In re Sir W Miller Bart, 
re Sir J Miller Bart, dec 
lie v Miller 

In re G J Nicholls, dec 
v Nicholls 


dec In 
Bail 


Nicholls 


In re Betts’ Trust Mitford y 
Prentice 

In re M Prentice, dec Prentice 
v Weiss 


In re an application of R Redda 
way & Co Id No 549,048 & In 


» The Trade Marks Act, 1905 
*Y re Giles, dec Williams v 
Jarter 


| West v West 
In re M A Williamson, dec Sweet 
\ Darby 

Todd \ Tudd 














In re Borden, ‘i ~~ ‘Peskin ’ 
Borden 
n re Radcliffe Cooke, dee Weod 


v Cooke 
n re Samuel gs White, dec 
White v Whit 


n re Senintlers’ Policy Funds 
Moore v Saunders 
In re J C Bell, dec Beil v Bell 


{n re Sir W J Bell, jec 
v Scrivener 
{n re Clerkson, 
Greenwell 
In re Clapham, dec 
Yale 
Smith v The Yorkshire Grand 

Cinema ld 


Wright 


dec Clarkson v 


Langford v 


Before Mr, Justice NEVILLE. 
Retained Witness Action. 
Peveler v Marshall 


Further Considerations. 
Fieldsend v Fieldsend 
Mills v Horder 
In re Morgan Williams, dec 

luck v Williams 


Causes for Trial (without Wit- 
nesses) and Adjourned. Sum- 
monses, 

Stratton v Simonds 

In re Gough Gough v Gough 


Has- 


Monk Bretton Colliery Co v 
Barnsley Main Colliery Co 

In re Charles Pease, dec Pease v 
Pease 

In re W Coates’ Estate Coates v 
Coates 

In re J F Rowlands, dec Meakin 
v Rowlands 

In re T F Wacher, dec Tunnard 
v Wacher 

In re John Lingard, dec Humble 
v Lingard 

In re Thomas White, dec Jessett 


v Jessett 

In re Musgrave, dec 
Musgrave 

Bird v Huskinson 

In re Joseph Sladen, dec 
v Sladen 

White v Green 

In re Dumergue Trusts 
v Gilbert 

Osram Lamp Works ld y Electric 
Fittings Supply Co 

In re Cattell’s Will Trusts 
tell.v Cattell 

In re Palfreeman 
v Palfreeman 

In re W H Gillett; dec 


Musgrave v 
Sladen 
Gilbert 
Cat- 


Public Trustee 


Gillett v 


Marshall 

In re David Scott, dec Overend 
v Kent 

in re F Saville, dec Fine v 


Saville 
In re Rudge, dec & In re Settled 
Land Acts, 1882 to 1890 
In re G Browse, dec Felgate v 
Bowden 
re C E Moule, 
mouth v Booty 
Mayor &c of the City of London 
v Horner 
In re James Ellam, dec 
Ellam 


dec When- 


In 


Ellam v 


In re E A Overton, dec Overton 
v Wright 
In re John Palmer, dec Adams ¥ 


Jackson 

Taylor v Taylor 

Companies (Winding Up) and 
Chancery Diyision, 
Companies (Winding Up). 
Petitions, 

Gloria Copper Mines (Spain) ld 
(petn of C B Toller—ordered on 
April 11, 1911, to stand over 
generally) 

National Gymnasia and Entertain 
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ments Id (petn of E M Cockell— 
ordered on June 4, 1913, to 
stand over generally) 

Fredk Smith Id (petn of W R 
Frazier—s o from Oct 14, 1913, 
to Jan 13, 1914) 

Chilian Eastern Central Ry Co ld 
(petn of A Delimele—s o from 
Nov 4, 1913, to May 5, 1914) 

George de Pasquali ld (petn of 
Russian Commercial and Indus- 
trial Bank—ordered on Noy 11, 
1913, to stand over generally) 

Provincial Motor Cab Uo ld (petn 
of E A Hamlyn—s o from Nov 
18, 1913, to Jan 13, 1914) 

British Seagumite Co ld (petn of 
C W Berry—s o from Dec 2, 
1913, to Jan 13, 1914) 

Lancelot Raymond & Co ld (petn 
of Spicer Brothers ld—s o from 
Dec 9, 1913, to Jan 20, 1914) 

Elswick-Hopper Cycle and Motor 
Co ld (petn of Bosch Magneto 
Co ld—s o from Dec 9, 1913, to 
Jan 13, 1914) 

African Times and Orient 
ld (petn of Page & Thomas Id 
s o from Dee 9, 191 >, to Jan 20, 
1914) 

Electromobile Co Id 
Fletcher—s o from Dec 


to Jan 13, 1914) 


9, 1913, 


M Wolfe & Co ld (petn of Tuck | On 
& Tapper—s o from Dec 16, | Lamplough & Son ld 


1913, to Jan 13, 1914) 

S$ Marshall & Co ld (petn of C R 
Harker, Stagg & Morgan ld— 
s o from Dec 16, 1913, to Feb 
17, 1914) 

Kaurite Id (petn of Bonnike & 
Pauls—s o from Dec 16, 1913, 
to Jan 13, 1914) 

Duffryn Rhondda Colliery Co Id 
(petn of Forster Brown & Rees) 

Pearson Huggins & Co (1911) Id 
(petn of John Hainsworth & 
Sons) 

Maxim Lamp Works ld (petn of 
Gluhfadentabrik Aarau, A G) 
Melson Wingate ld (petn of F M 

Wingate) 

Edgware Alhambra and Cinema 
Hall ld (petn of F Barnes and 
anr) 

Mersea Real Property 
ment Co ld (petn of 
Willey & Webster) 

Sirdar Rubber Co ld (petn of L 
Sutro & Co) 

R T Lang ld 
Havas) 

Earls Court Id (petn of T Whit- 
tingham & Co ld) 

British Indemnity Insce Co ld 
(petn of Achille Charlot) 

M Thomas & Son Shipping Co 1d 
(petn of London and Provincial 
Marine and General Insce Co Id) 

H S P Syndicate ld (petn of 
Jenkins, Baker, Reynolds & Co) 
Grindell-Matthews Wireless Tele- 
phone Syndicate ld (petn of J G 
Tullen & Sons) 

North Eastern Insce Co ld (ptn 
of Chakey & Alhanati) 

British Tyre Filling Co ld (petn of 
George Pulman & Sons Id) 

G R Seton & Co Id (petn of H G 
Schubert) 

Pratt, Hurst & Co ld (petn of 
The Fine Cotton Spinners and 
Doublers Assoc 1d) 

Carbon Syndicate ld (petn of A C 
Potter and Co) 

Chancery Division. 
Petitions (to confirm Reduction of 
Capital). 

Otis Elevator Co ld and reduced 
Rubber and Tea Investors Trus’ 

ld and reduced 


Develop- 
Scott 


(petn of Agence 





Review | 


inet my | William Hall & Co Id 
pe n Of-lal 





Charles Kinloch & Co ld and 
reduced 

sritish and Australasian Trust and 
Loan Co ld and reduced 

State of San Paulo (Brazil) Pure 
Coffee Co ld and reduced 

Valley Mills Co ld and reduced 

British Coalite Co ld and reduced 

Premier Electric Control ld and 
reduced 

Petitions (to sanction Scheme of 

Arrangement). 

Monitor and Ajax Traction 1d 
petn of A G Sellon and ors— 
order giving leave to sell made 
July 27, 1911—+rest of petition 
ordered on Oct 24, 1911, to 
stand over generally) 

Doecham Gloves ld (petn of the 
Company—s o for sect 45 to be 
complied with) 

Companies (Winding Up). 
Petition (to Sanction Scheme of 
Arrangement). 

Lea ld (petn of P Adams and ors) 

Chancery Division. 

(to confirm Re-organisa 
tion of Capital). 


Petition 


(ordered 
on Oct 28, to stand ove 


generally) 
Action for 


1913, 


Trial. 

Jackson v 
Lamplough & Son ld and ors 
Companies (Winding Up). 
Motion. 

Stamford, Spalding and Boston 
Banking Co ld (to discharge 
order, dated May 6, 1912—part 
heard—ordered on May 23, 1912, 

to stand over generally) 


Court Summonses. 


Egyptian Estates ld (for removal 
of “saisies’’ on debts—ordered 
on March 7, 1911, to stand over 
generally) 

National Provincial Insce Corpn 
ld (for account &c—ordered on 
Feb 25, 1913, to stand over 
generally) 

John Halpin ld (to vary list of 
contributories) 

English and Scottish American 
Mortgage Co ld (as to contingent 
claims) 

Law Guarantee Trust and Acci- 
dent Soc Id (claim to reinsurance 
money) 

Orange River Irrigation ld (d's- 
puted charge on assets) 

Amalgamated Properties of 
Rhodesia ld (appointment of 
liquidator) 

Pacaya Rubber and Produce Co Id 
(to vary list of contributories— 


Burns application—with  wit- 
nesses) 
Same (same—Barnard’s applica- 


tion—with witnesses) 

Same (same—Whittle’s 
tion—with witnesses) 

Same (same—Macmillan’s applica- 
tion—with witnesses) 

Same (same—Schubert’s 
tion—with witnesses) 

Same (same—Gibson’s application 
—with witnesses) 

Same (same—Croll’s application 
with witnesses) 

Same (same—Brion’s application 
—with witnesses) 

Same (same—Park’s application— 
with witnesses} 

Same (same—Godsman’s applica 
tion—with witnesses) 

Same (same—C Sylvester’s appli- 


applica- 


applica- 


cation—with witnesses) 
Same (same-—M Sylvester’s appli 
cation—with witnesses) 


{ 





EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18, ZINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, 


W.C, 


ESTABLISHED 1844. 
DIRECTORS. 


Chairman —Jobn Croft Deverell, Esq. 


James Austen-Cartmeli, Esq. 
Alexander Dingwali aaee ’ nine » K.C. 
Felix Cassel, Esq., K.C., M. 

Edmund Church, Esq. 

Philip G. Collins, Esq. 

Robert William Wibdin, Esq. 

fir Kenelm kK. Digby, G.C.B., K.C. 
Charles Baker Dimond, Esq 

Sir Howaid W. Elphinstone, Bart. 
kichard L. Harnson, Esq. 


FUNDS EXCEED 


Deputy-Chairman—Richard Stephens Taylor, Esq. 


L. W. North Hickley, Esq. 
Archibald Herbert James, Esq. 
William Maples, Esq. 

Allan Ernest Mcsser, Esq. 
Eaward Moberly, Esq. 

The Right Hon, Lora Justice Phillimore 
Charles R. Rivington, Esq. 

Mark Lemon Romer, Kaq., K.C. 
Tre Hon. Charles Russell, 

H. P. Bowlmg Trevanion, Esq, 
£ 5,000,000. 


All classes of Life Assurance Granted. Reversions ani Life Interests Purchased 
Loans on Approved Securities entertained on Favourable Terms, 
W. P. PHELPS, Actuary and Secretary, 





Same (same—Everitt’s application 
with witnesses) 


Same (same—Weston’s applica 
tion--with witnesses) 

Same  (same—Cooper’s applica 
tion with witnesses) 


Before Mr. Justice Eve. 

Retained Witness Actions. 

Cumberland v Haggie 

Fernee v Gorlitz 

Further Consideration. 

In re Frederick Fish, dec 
v Light 

Causes” for 
nesses and 
monses. 

In re De Noailles, dec 
V Shepheard (Ss 0) 

In re R W Osment, dec 
v Osment 

In re Marquis of Ely, dee 
Tottenham v Ely (s o generally) 

In re Shepherd, dec Mitchell v 
Loram 

In re Harrison, dec Harrison v 
Harrison with witnesses (‘Tues 
day, Jan 27) 

In re Henry Leverton’s 
Leverton v Winterflood 

In re H F Weber, dec 
Repton 

In re Connolly, dec 
Connolly 

Gridley v The Empire 
drome (Bristol) Id 

In re Beauchamp 
Barker-Hahlo 

In re M E Smith, dec 


Fish 
Trial Without Wit 


Adjourned Sum 
Tufnell 
Wetjen 


Trusts 
Weber v 
Palmer v 
Hippo- 
Cadge Vv 


Stokes v 


Beatty 

In re Georgina Sinclair, dec 
Davies v Lennox 

In re Woodcock, dec Woodcock 


v Woodcock 

In re J W Layton, dec 
v Layton 

In re L C O Meyer, dec 
Meyer 


In re Wm Phipps, dec 


Coward 
Meyer v 


Phipps V 


hipps 
In re C M Sanson, dec Sanson v 
Sanson - 


In re H Ockford’s Will Ockford 
v Ockford 

In re J H Lausonall 
Bringloe 

Fernee v Gorlitz 

In re Tebbutt, dec 
Wood or k 

In re Vaughan & Nixon’s Con- 
tract and In re The Vendor & 


Wardley v 


Slater v 


Purchaser Act, 1874 

Riach v Hay 

In re Hugh Jane, dec Row v 
Davis 

In re William Sing, dec Sing v 
Mills 

In re Thomas King, dec King v 
King 





In re J E Russell’s Settlement 
Gardner v Russell 


In re M Hey, dec Nunn-Rivers 


v Hey 

In ve Berehtold Berehtold — v 
Capson 

In re Be:l, dee Renshaw v Ren 
shaw 

In re Beven, de¢ Beven vy 


Beven 

In re Whitwell, dec 
v Walker 

In re E A Evans, dec 
Evans 

In re Sir J H Morris, dec Pris- 
lean v Morris 

In re Brumwell 
Creenwot rd 

In we Alcock, dec 
Alcoc k 

In re Vavasseur, dec 
Fisher v Frean 


Whitwell 


Evans v 


Brumwell v 
Adcock v 


Vavasseul 


In re James Wood, dec Wilkin 
son v Wilson 

In re John Walker, dec Hill v 
Tolson 

In re O P Johnson, dec Wills v 
Johnson 

In re Locke & Smith ld Wigan 


The Company 
In re Same Same v Same 


In re Beckley Beckley v Beck 
ley 

In re Parks’ Settlements Foran 
v Brace 


In re Blake, dec Gawthorne v 
Giles 
In re Clinton, dec 
v Clinton 
Rowe Bros v Walker, Parker & 
Co (not before Feb 16) 
Before Mr. Justice SARGANT. 
Standing for Judgment. 
In re Thomas Major, dec Tay- 
lor v Major (c a v Dec 18) 
Retained by Order. 
Actions. 
(With Witnesses.) 


From Mr. Juustice SWINFEN 
Eapy s List. 


Samuelson 


Natural Color Kinematograph 
Co ld v Speer and Rodgers 


(s o generally) 
300th v Williamson action and 
counterclaim (s o generally) 
Columbia Government v Colum- 
bian Emerald Co ld (s 0) 
Carter v du Cros (s o generally) 
Hill v Gorton (s o generally) 
From Mr. Justice Eve’s List. 
Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 
Licenses Insce Corpn v Nat 
General Insce Co 
In re Evison, dec 
Evison (s 0) 


Fawssett 1 
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Actiengesellschaft fur Anilin 
Fabrikation in Berlin v Levin- | 
stein ld (retained for Jan 13) 

St George’s Court ld v Rossdale 

; o generally) 

Ceo Mann & Co ld v Furnival 

& Cold (so for day to be fixed) 
Adjourned Summonses 

In 1 Hervey Bathurst Trusts 
Loch v Hervey-Bathurst s 0 
generally) 

In re Morgan, dec Vachell v 
Morgan 

In re Jesse’s Trusts Davies v 
Griffiths 

In rf H FF rrab: , de Ferraby Vv 
Fert iby 

In re .. Fert iby. dk ind In re i 
The or eo Ac 1893 

In re Pa r & Wilson’s Trust 
Wilson - nesford 

| re Marshall P tif Ha 
| aut I 

In re Matt t ( pan 
( isolid ! Act and in t 
Matter of n Nat rel 
pl e ( ld 

Mot by Orde 

(ire (; r Jan 12 

Arm ! Wa f Jan 12 

Pond l I J 1 

Short | Short r Jan 12) 

Causes for Trial 
With Witn ) 

Mendelssohn v Ti x n ‘ 
pending t ’ 

In MS ( I l R ler v 
Cu and until 
furtl order) 

In 1 Kenricl & Tefferson 
Patent, No 6,629 1903) (so 
for amendmer ! pecifica yn) 

M Grund liberty to 
pply to restor 


Brown v Brown 


12, 1914) 

Mercedes Daimler Motor Co ld v 
John Marston ld (s o gener 
ally) 

Barnes v Goldfinch (stayed for 
security) 

Naunton and ors v Whitehouse 
{s o) 


Goodhind v Bexon (s o until 
further order) 

Mansell v The Tirdonkin Col 
lieries ld (s o further order) 
Gabb v Richards and ors 5 0 

generally) 
Hughes v Evans (s o generally) 
H ydroil Id v Joseph Crosfield & 
Sons Id 
Inre GT 
ind ol 


} 


Moxon 


gene! 


Congreve, dec 

v Dransfield (so 
ally) 

The Commissioners of Works v 
King (s o for day to be fixed) 

Wright and or \ Wricht 
stayed for filing of depositions) 

Edward Ernest Lehwess v The 
Newfoundland Oil (Parent) De 
ve lopme nt Svndicate ld and am 

renerally) 
\ttorney-Gen., in relation 


ind anr 


to Picl 


fords ld v The Great Northern 
Ry Co 
Little v Hercules Tyre Co 
Medéalf v Medcalf 
Worcester College, Ox ford v 


Oxford Canal Navig 
Harris v Upham 
Clegg v Metcalfe 
Hepps v Sphinx 

Co 


Fearon v R 


ation 


Manufacturing 


T Huches & Cold 

Charles Hoare & Co. Id v Stanley 

White and anr v London General 
Omnibus Co 


(not before Mar 


- re E T Morgan, dec 
,r Morg ran 

Rade n v Christie 

Laidler v Pringle 

The National Air Gas Co ld and 
ors v I’ H Glasscoe 
of T H Glasscoe a bankrupt 

- ley & Son ld v Holborn Fras- 

ati Id 

In re Letters Patent, No 19,949 
and 19,949a of 1906, granted to 
W H Brown and In re Patents 
and Designs Act, 1907 

In re Letters Patent, No 14,953 of 
1908, granted to W H Brown 
and In re The Patents and De- 
signs Act, 1907 

In re Letters Patent, No 13,624 of 
1908, granted to W H Johnson 
and In re The Patents and 
Designs Act, 1907 

The Provident Clerks and General 
Mutual Life <Assce Assoc v 
lrewen and anr 


Morgan 


Before Mr. Justice Astrury. 
Retained Matters. 
Companies (Winding Up). 
Court Summons. 
Pacaya Rubber Co (Jan 12) 


Chancery Division. 

Wilton, Eari of v Foster and anr 
(Jan 13) 

In re Paper Bags ld Greenwood 
& Brearley ld v The Company 
(Jan 13) 

In re Joseph Spawforth, dec 
Spaw forth v Scholefield (pt hd) 

In re Cadogan and Hans Place 
Building Co ld Carmichael v 
The Company 

Rose v Sicilian Ry {Jan 19) 

In re John Fletcher, dec 
v Pullan (Jan 19) 


Potter 


and Trustee | 


Earp v Brownhills U DC (Mar3) 

In the Matter of Exparte The 
British Union and National 
Insce Co ld and In the Matter 
of the Assce Cos Act, 1909 

Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 

Purnell v McCarthy The Sealo- 
matics (Parent) Syndicate ld \ 
Pakeman (pt hd) 

In re_ Elizabeth 
Baker v Burrage 

Morse v The Garnant Anthracit: 
Collieries 1d 

Garnant Anthracite Collieries ld 
v Morse 

Gordon Vv 
Jan 19) 

Robins v Robins 

In re M A Kerford, dec Job \ 
Pilcher 

Pollard v How 

Sloan v Hatchard 

Anglo-Swedish Electric &c Co \ 
British Are Welding Co (not 
before Jan 20) 

Thornhill v Weeks 

Fowke v Berington 

Ashburton v Wemyss and ors 

Pessers, Moody, Wraith & Gunn 
ld v Cresset Automatic Machin 
Co 

Lawson v J H Walker & Co 

Johnson v Doyle 

Abraham v Mundy 

Pall Mall Land and Finance Corpn 
v Pennington 

Stone v Pain 

Macneill v Vigers & Co 

In re Simeon Brookes, dec 
v Taylor 

In re Frederick Cocker, de 
3rewster v Ingamells 

The Cold Store ld v Slaters ld 


Burrage, ds 


Wells (not before 


Brooke 
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LIFE, ACCIDENT, 
BURGLARY, 


ANNUITIES with special terms for 
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ESTABLISHED IN THE 


ETC. 
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Heap Office: 92, 








ATLAS ASSURANCE COMPANY LTD. 


REIGN OF GEORGE 


CHEAPSIDE, LONDON, E.C. 


_ LEASEHOLD, CAPITAL REDEMPTION, OR SINKING FUND POLICIES. 


The total resources of the 


Company exceed 


FIVE AND A HALF MILLIONS 
STERLING. 





BIRMING HAM Atlas 
114, Colmore Row 
BRIGH TON —Atlas Chambers 


Sireet Quadrant 


Assurance 


| RATES REDUCED. GUARANTEED SURRENDER VALUES INCREASED. 


The Atlas Assurance Company Limited, having considerably reduced their rates for this class of 
business and increased the guaranteed surrender values, are prepared to issue policies on terms that 


will compare favourably with those of ANY OTHER FIRST-CLASS BRITISH OFFICE. 





BRANCH AND DISTRICT OFFICES 
LONDON (City):—81, Great Tower Street BRISTOI 20, Clare Street 
LONDON (West End):—24 & 25, St. James’ CARDIFF 
Stree DUBLIN 55, Dawson Street 
BEI F AST Ocean Buildings, Donnegall Square, GLASGOW 
HULL: 


Buildings, 


4 & 5, North . 
MANCHESTER 


f rincipali ty Bui'dings, Queen Street. 


174. West Gecrge Street. 
15, ' owlalley Lane | 
Lt EDS —Atlas Ch mbers, } 
J 4, Berridge Street 
4, Chapel Street | 
98, King *treet- 


SAMUEL J. PIPKIN, General Manager and Secretary. 


The new Leaflet, giving rates, specimen policy, scale of surrender values, &c., will be sent on application. 


IN THE UNITED KINGDOM. 


NEWCASTLE-ON-TYNE 
NORTHAMPTON 
NOTTINGHAM : 

PLY ron. TH: 


PRE 
King Street. SHEFFIELD ; 


Street. 


9a, Princess Square. 


Stirling Chambers Campo Lane 
STOKE-ON-TRENT : 


19, Dean Street. 
1, The Drapery. 
10, Low Pavement. 


ishergate- 


Atlas Chambers, W clfe 
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The Goldy Stopper Co ld v The , Garratt v Midland Discount Co ld 
Wallis Crown Cork.and Syphon { In re The Harris Calculating 
Co ld (stayed for security) Machine Co ld Summer v The 

Johnson v Waymouth Company 

Edmunds v Meredith Hay-Drummond v Woodforde 

Harris v Wilkins Taylor v Cannon 


In re Warren, dec Warren v | Edwards v Wilson 


Fisher Bowman v National Labour Press 
Patent File and Tool Co ld v ld 
Boswell Smith v Colbourne 


Crane v del Monte Bradley v Metherell 


KING’S BENCH DIVISION, 
Hitary Sirrmnes, 1914. 
Crown Paper. 
For Hearing. 
The King v Islington Borough Council 
Staveley Coal & Iron Co ld v Midland Ry Co 
Associated Newspapers Id & ors v Mayor, &c of City of London 
Holliday & Greenwood Id v District Surveyors’ Assoc (Incorporated 
& anr 
Scott & anr v Director of Public Prosecutions 
The King v Bloomsbury Income Tax Commrs 
Robinson v Morewood 
Leonard v Hoare & Co & anr 
Taylor v Monk 
Schuck v Banks 
Barnes v Hiles 
Williams v Wood & anr 
Tydeman v Thrower 
Rochford R D C v Port of London Authority 
Poole v Stokes 
T & J Harrison v Dodd 
The King v Macaskie, Esq, Revising Barrister 
Good v Rusling 
The King v J G Hammond & Co ld & ors 
Nicholas v Davies 
Powell v Taylor 
Mitchell & ors v Justices of Croydon 
The King v Conolly 
The King v Lord Mayor, &c of Manchester 
Bishop v Rees 
Morgan v Davies 
Steel v Christenson 
Phelon & Moore ld v Keel 
Ellison v Baker 
Worcestershire County Council v Notley Bros 
Nunnery Colliery Co Id v Stanley 
Knowles v Mayor, &c of Darwen 


Crvm Paper. 
For Hearing. 
Northumberland County Council & The Mayor, &c of Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne v The Mayor, &c of Tynemouth 
London United Tramways ld v London County Council 
Poulton v Moore & ors 
In the Matter of S & F Aspinall ld Lister v Lees 
English v Goodrich 
William Hancock & Co v Cadogan & ors 
Same v Quirk 
Same v Davies 
William Hancock & Cp v Howells & anr 
Sapsford v Furze 
Monro v Behrens 
Deutsches Kohlen Depot v Cory Bros & Co ld 
Property Insce Co ld v Abrahams & Seltzer 
Longbottom & anr v Bower 
Jay’s Furnishing Co v Brand & Co & anr 
Cheetham v Hollingworth 
Ely Brewery Co v John Owen & ors 
Deutsches Kohlen Depé v Cory Bros & Co ld 
Collier v Rowling 
Ewens v Cecil & Co 
Keevil & Sons v Handford 
Young & anr v Bounding 
Harper v Eyjolfsson 
Edward Fellingham Id v London General Omnibus Co ld & anr 
Vick v Mabbett & anr 
Adler v Memory 
Porter v Tottenham U.D.C. 
Reid v Ball & anr 
Benjamin & Gee v Campbell & Co 
Long & ors v Sabine & anr 
Wright v United Alkali Co ld 
Schonfield v Daltrey & Co 
Adolph Hess & Bros v Thompson & Sons 
Taylor v National Amalgamated Approved Soc 
Lord v C T Faulkner & Co 
Valentine v Scott 





Hudsons Id v Straubenzee 
West Riding of Yorkshire Rivers Board y Heckmondwike U.D.C. 
Westburgh v Cadman 
Horner v Hall 
North v Wood 
Abrahams v Dimmock 
Eastwood v McNab & anr 
Gebstadt & anr v Café Bars Conté Id 
Crocker v Hillhouse & Co 
Yates v Haworth 
Brown v Davison 
Palethorpe v Palethorpe 
Barwell v Newport Abercarn &c Coal Co 
Wild v C W &S E Brown 
Green v N.E.Ry Co 
Mitchell v Mitchell 
Burrell v Palmer 
Hunt v Morgan & anr 
Theobald v Mayor, &c of Southend 
Ellis & Sons v Creasy 
Gough v Mayor &c of Bournemouth 
French v Ocean Accident &c Corpn 
United Machine Tool Co v G.W.R. Co 
Bowie v Leicester 
Dickinson v Turton 
Princes Theatre Co v Griffin 
Henderson Craig & Co v Peter Dixon & Co 
In the Matter of The Radium Ore Mines Id 
Singer Sewing Machine Co v Llewellyn & anr 
West Riding of Yorkshire Rivers Board v Linthwaite U.D.C. 
Kipps v Prudential Approved Soc for Women 
Wakefield v Harper & ors 
Smith v Cookson & ors 
Hession v Jones 
[ssitt v Birmingham Canal 
Ehrich & Graetz v Welsbach Light Co ld 
Eastmond v Prideaux & anr 
Fairbanks v Florence Coal & Tron Co 
Lickfold v Humbe:s ld 
Macintyre & anr v Pixley 
SpectaL PArer. 
London United Tramways v London County Council 
Same v Same 
The County Council of Glamorgan &c Mayor &e of Cardiff v Mayor 
&c of the County Borough of Swansea 
Golding v Royal London Auxiliary Insce Co ld 
MorTIon FOR JUDGMENT. 
Davies v Lehwess and The Financial Commercial! and Financial Agency 
ld 
REVENUE Parer. 
English Information. 
Attorney-Gen and John Henry Oglander & anr 
Cases Stated. 
Sali Kraft and James A Fowler (Surveyor of Taxes) 
Robert Thorman and The Commrs of Inland Revenue 
Petitions Under the Licensing (Consolidation) Act, 1910. 
Wilson’s Brewery ld and The Commre of Inland Revenue (re Licensed 
Premises “ The Crown Inn,” Rochdale Road Manchester) 
Same and Same (re Licensed Premises “The Bloomsbury Hotel,” 
Rusholme Road, Manchester) 
Land Values—Appeals from Decision of Referee. 
The Commrs of Inland Revenue and Mrs Margaret Whidborne pt hd 
The Commrs of Inland Revenue and E B Merriman & Rev J. O. Stephens 
The Commrs of Inland Revenue and St John Baptist College Oxford 
The Commrs of Inland Revenue and Lady Emily Frances Smyth 
Petitions Under Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, s. 44 (2).—(78), 
Motions. 
Motions for leave to issue Writs of Scire Facias against Shareholders— 
Attorney-Gen v Ely Rural District Water Co 
Motions for Attachment &c—15 
APPEALS AND MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY. 
Appeals from County Courts to be heard by a Divisional Court sitting 
in Bankruptcy, pending 31st December, 1915. 
In re A Debtor (No 14 of 1913) Expte The Debtor v The Petitioning 
Creditors and The Official Receiver 
In re A Debtor (No 15 of 1913) Expte The Judgment Creditors v 
The Debtor 
MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY FOR HEARING BEFORE THE 
JUDGE, PENDING 3lst DECEMBER, 1913. 
In re H Wolfsun Expte The Official Receiver appln, sec 20 
In re N CN H Allix Expte The Official Receiver, the Trustee v 
The Rev G A Robins 
In re B W Worthington, dec Expte The Salisbury House Estate ld v 
C F Garnsey, Trustee 
In re A C David & G C Johnson (lately trading as Roberts, Adlard 
& Co) Expte A F Whinney, the Trustee v Roberts, Adlard & Co ld 
In re L Campbell Expte R E Smith, the Trustee v J R Marsh 
In re C W Lister Expte D V D Thomas v The Official Receiver and 


F §S Salaman, the Trustee 
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The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


February 10.—Messre. Wearneratt & Gaewy, at the Mart. at 2: Freehold Ground 
Renta (see advertisement, back page, this week). 


Result of Sale. 
Reverstions, Shares, &c. 

Messrs. H. BE. Foster & Cranrtecp held their usual Fortnightly Periodical Sale 
of there interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, when the 
following lots were sold, at the prices mentioned :— 

ABSOLUTE REVERSION to One-fifth of £22,441 .. - ee 
Six ORDINARY SHARES of £5 each in Peter Robinson. Ltd. 

Sold £15 5s, per share, 

Ditto » £16 108. per share 


So'd £1,310 


Ditto. Ditts 


. ° 
Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette— TUESDAT, Dec 26. 
CATERHAM PuBLIC HALL Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 14, to send 
their names and addresses,jand the particulars of their debts or claims, to Horace G. 
: Salmon, The Chalet, Warlinghhm, Surrey, liquidator. 
THe Home PRopucts SynpIcai kz, LTtD.—Creditors are required on or before Jan 14, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
Gale, 79, Lombard st, liquidator. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette. —TUESDAY, Dec. 30 

MILES & MILES (ALDERSHOT), LTp.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 12, to send 
their names and adress s, with particuiars of their debts or claims, to c.o. Baker & 
Co, Eldon st House, Eldon st, liquidator. 

THE BOLTON OLYMPIA SKATING Rink Co., LTD.—(IN L'QUIDATION),—Creditors are 
r quired, on or before Jan 21, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Alired Pillinz, 23 acre field, Bolton, liquidator. 

SNOWSHOE GOLD AND CopPER MINES, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 12, 
vo send their namesand addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Harold 
William Batty, 4 and 6, Throgmorton av, liquidator. 

STANDISH CHEMICAL Co, Ltv (iN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, 
on or before Jan 23, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Mr. Alfred Harry Scampton, 28, Market st, Wigan, liquidator. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazetle—FRIDAY, Jan. 2. 

OLYMPIA PICTURE PALACE AND AERO EXHIBITION, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or 
before Jan 23, to send their names ani a idresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to W. H. Ingham or W, Platts, Smith's chmbrs, Scarborough, joint 
liquidators 

ATHEK FIELD (HEVEA) RunseER Estates, Lrp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors 
are required, on or before Jan 31, to send in their names an addresses, and particu- 
lars of their debts or claims, to Mr. R. Henry Wilkins »n, 28, Queen st, liquidator. 

LONDON AND CHILIAN COMMERCIAL Co, LTp.—Creditors are required, on or befure Feb 16, 
to send their names and addresse:, and the particulara of their debvs or cla ms, to 

: Mr. Thomas Foster Knowles, 4%, Moorgate st, liquidator. 

NEW FILM SERVICE, LTD.—Cre jitors are required, on or before Fe» 3, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Edgar 
Corfield, 119, Finsbury pymt, liquidator. 

DONKIN Bros., LTp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)——Creditors are required, on or 
before Feb. 9, to send their names and addresses, an’ the particulars of their aebts o 
claims, to Henry Abey (Henry Chapman, Son and Co), Barrington st, South Shields 
liquidator. 

. Hosiery & Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Ernest 
Warburton, Alliance chmbr«, Horse‘air st, Leicester, liquidator. 

JOINT B8TOOK COMPANIES. 
Lrurreoitmm Caawoseyr. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan. 6. 

NIGERIA INVESTMENT Co, Ltp.—Creditors are to prove their debts or claims, on or 
be‘ore Jan 26. A. J. Hall, 17, St H- len’s pl, liquidator. , 

H. A. J. (NIGERIA) TIN CoNCESSIONS, LTv.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 27, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts ur claims, to Mr. 
George Latteson, Pinner’s Hall, Austin friars, liquidator. ; 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette—TUESDAY, Dec. 23. 
CASPRR AND POWDER RIVER OIL FIEKLDs, LTD. 
SMITH BROS (R&DDITCH), LTD. ; 
THE BRADLEY WILLIAMS ORE [TREATMENT Co. (1910),LTD 
CASTLES DIRECTORIES, LTD 
THE SAKALIN PROPRIETARY SYNDICATE, LTD. 
FRDDK. WRIGHT Boot AND Suok Co, Lp. 
EDWARD BRANSCOMBR, LTD. 
GEORGE Capp (LIVeKPOOL), LTD. 
WRIGHT, Lewis w Co, Lrp, 
ZOUTPANSBERG LAND Co, LTD. 
MASTERPIBCK GOLD MINING Co, LTD. 
TSE SAN CARLOS BREWERY CO, LTD. 
MECHANICAL DECARBONISING SYNDICATE, LTD. 
JOUNSOHN'S PATKNT ROLLING MILL Co, LTD 
THE PLEASURE BEACH (GLACKPOOL) ROLLER SKATING RINK Co, Ltp. 
KINGSDOWN LINKS HoTEKL Uo, LTD. 
FOREIGN LITHOGRAPHIC UO, LTD. 
JAP SPINNING Co, LTD 


London Gazette—FRrivay, Dec <6. 
TURBO AMALGAMATOR AND EXTRACTION Uo, LTv. 
T. T. Geruine & Co, Lrp 
VAN Laun & Co, Lrp 
P. MARGETSON & Co, LTD 
HOLLAND PARK SKATING RINK CO, LTD. 
ERNEST E. LAWRENCE & Co, LTD. 
PARKERS (LANCASTER), LTD. 
S-CKVILLE GALLERY Lip 
CONSOLIDATED SHARE PURCHASE SYNDICATE 
CLARGES STREET GARAGE, LTD 
HOME PRopucTS SyNpicATR, LTD. 


LTD, 


AUTO-CAR (TUNBRIDGE W8LLS) Co, LTD. 
| SNOWSHOE GOLD AND C>FP¢R MINES, LTD, 
R. C. V. PATENT BoBBtn Co, LTD. 
| KASINTOR RosBER EstTat¢s, LTD. 
Grro-coprc MoToR SYNDICATE, LTD, 
}, CHESTER WAGON Co, LTD. 
FORECLAW, LTD. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec. 30. 
BRITISH EAST AFRICA RUBBER AND COTTON EsTAaTES, LTD. 
8. A. Newron & Co, Lrp. 
ABBEY STEAM FISHING Co, LTD. 
BOLTON OLYMPIA SKATING RINK Co, LTD. 
MANCHESTER PATENC WooD BEDSTEAD Co, LTD. 
WALTER 'YLER, LTD. 
STANDARD GLASS INSURANCE, LTD. 
London Gazette.—Fatoar, Jan. 2, 
DICKINSON WILLIAMS, LTD. 
THE ELYS'AN PRESS, « TD. 
NEW CORNISH GOLD Mings, LTD. 
4. KE. WILKINSON, LTD. 
E. W. WILLIARD & Co, LTD. 
THOMAS Morrison & Co, LTD. 
MAVAULT & HARRIS, LTD. 
R. T. Lana, Ltp. 
ORION STEEL CO, SHEFFIELD, LTD. 
PAIGNTON FLOWER AND Fruit GRowin@ Co, Lp. 
GOLDEN ILLUMINATED SIGNS, LTV. 
MEXPETROL SYNDICATE, LTD. 
Wess & Co, LTD. 
BiRK4 MANUFACTURING Co, Lp. 
| THE PALACE HOTEL (St. PETERSBURG), LTD. 
RIPARBELLA, LTD. 
OSWESTRY GRANGE STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
| Rus 1AN HOTEL SYNDICATE, LTD. 
MAY BULLFINCH MINES, Lrp. 
ITALIAN ENTEX PRISE SYNDICATE, LTD. 
FITZROY INVESTMENT ASSOCIATION, LTD. 
H. A. J. (NIG«RIA) TIN CONCES>IONS, LTD. 
SMITHS PATENT VaCUUM MACHINE Co, LTD. 
UNITED R. Tin SYNDICATE, LTv. 
PROVINCIAL ART Co, LTb. 
HEsKETH & SON, LTD. 
N. NICHuLLS & Son, LTO. 
MASONIC RooMS (NORTHFIELD), LTD. 
ANNANDALE STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
A. J. TURNEY, LTb. 





London Gazette—TUESDAY, Jan. 6. 
HULL CHEMICAL Co, LTD. 
PLAST.C DECORATION Co, LTD. 
Matron, Ltp. 
TAMBOPATA KUBBER SYNDICATE, LTD. 
ROWENA, LTD. 
CLUB RESIDENCES, LTD. 
Wrst CORNER SYNDICATE, LTD. 
ForT GEORGE SYNDICATE. LTD. 
J. N. TRAYLER, Lrp. 
MEDLYN (CORNWALL 
S. I, ESTATES, UTD, 
EayeTiaN Om Trust, L"p. 
RED S8A OLLFIELDS, LTD. 


Tin LANDS, LTD. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, Dec. 26, 
ALLEN, JAMES, Stockport, Physician Jan 31 Hand, Macclesfield 
ANSLOW, ELIZABFTH. Lilling, Yorks Jan 31 E J & A Peters, York 
BRAITAWAITE, THOMAS WILLIAM, Maida Vale Jan 3i Gush & Co, Finsbury sq 
Dewitt, Marts, Albrighton, nr Wolvernampton Dec 31 Rankin & Miller, West 
Bromwich 
DoMMETT, SOPHIA, Shirley, Southampton Feb1 Stephens & Locke, Southampton 
FORTUNE, ERNEST ALBERT, Kings and rd, Cate.er Jan 30 Dowse & Co, Kingsiand rd 
FULLER, GEORGE ALBERT, Park st, Grosvenor sq Jan 7 English, Norwich 
GIBBONS, Mrs MARY ANN, Bristol Jan 31 Bush & Bush, Bristol 
HADFIELD, MARGARET, Chester Feb 2 Lawson & Co, Manchester 
Hay, Key MAYMARD WHITWORTH Market Harborough Feb 2 Farrar & Co, Lincoln's 
Inu fields 
HEATH, FRANCIS GEORGE, Silverton, Devon 
HILLIARD, Mrs FANNY, Bowes Park, Middix Jan 31 
HILLIARD, WILLIAM FREDERICK, Bowee Park, Midulx Jan 31 
JAMES, EDWIN BENJAMIN, Nether Compton, Dorset, Yeoman 
Sherborne 

LINGARD, JOHN, Brimington, nr Chesterfield, Farmer 


Jan 9 Gould, Exeter 
Mallinson, Fenchurch st 
Mallinson, Fenchurch st 
Jan 20 ¥Ffooks & Grimley, 
Jan 31 Shipton & Co, Chester- 
e 
MAIDLOW, HANNAH SHIRLEY, Holland rd, Kensington Feb 2 Lydall & Sons, John st 
Bed ord row 
Mines, THOMAS, Newland, Lincoln, Hotel Proprietor Jan15 Burton & Co, Stonebew’ 
Lincoln 
TRENCH, Hon FREDERICK Le PoER, Weston super Mare Jan 31 Bromley & Co, Rhyl 
London Gaze'te—TUESDAY, Dec. 30. 
ASPBLL, ARTHUR, Filey Jan 31 Tasker & Co, Scarborough 
ATKINSON, KICHARD CLEATOR, Yed tingham, Yorks Jan 31 
EDLIN, EDWARD FREDRICK HULBERTON, Singapore, Straits Settlements Feb 1 
b rough & Co, Austin friars , 
GARCIA, GERTRUDF, Warrington cresc, Maid Vale Beyfus & Beyfus, Lincoln's 
inn fields 
HART, RonextT, Monkton, Ayr Feb15 Farr, Yew Broad st 
HEMMINGFIELD, ALBERT EDWARD, Top, nr sheffield, Greengrocer Jan 
Sheffield 
HERTZ, HENRIETTR, Avenue rd, Regents’s Park Feb20 Coward & Co, Mincing In 
KAZEROONI, HADJI MIKZA MaHMOOD, Persia Feb 16 Coward & Co, Mincing In 
MACKILLOP, ARCHIBALD, Canford Cliffs, Dorset Feb 10 Sale Co, Manchester 
OLDREY, HENRY BAKER, Margate Feb7 Potter & Co, Maida vale 
PARNELL, CHARLES, Plaistow, Essex Jan 30 bradshaw & Waterson, Finsbury sq 
PESKETT, FRANK, Lowestoft, Solicitor Feb16 Norton & Co, Lowestoft 
RICHTER, AGNES THOMPSON, Newcastle-upon-Tyne Mar2 Hoyle & Uo, Newcastle upon- 
Tyne 
SHARPE, CHARLES, St Albans, Herts Feb16 Smith & Co, John st, Bedford row 
THOMAS, THOMAS JEREMY, Kings av, Muswell Hill Jan 3t Robins & Grimsell, Bank 
chubrs, hornsey 
WEBBER, WILLIAM, Hazelbury Bryan, Dorset Feb 7 


| WILSON, PERCY, West Hartlepool, Shipowner Jan 31 


Tasker & Co, Scarbo ough 
Lough- 


Mar 2 


27 


Smith & Co 


Bartlett & Sons, Sherborne 
Fryer & Webb, West Hartlepool 
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London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan 2 
ApAMS, ANNETTE GRACE, Sutton, Surrey Jan 31 Stow & Co, Lincoln's inn flelds 
AXTON, WILLIAM, Wilton, Wilts Jan 22 King & Aylward, Salisbury 
BAILEY, Sir WILLIAM HENRY, Sile,Cheshire Feb 23 Innes, Manchester 
Brows, JOSEPH, Pelaw, Dorham, Artifcial Stone Manufacturer Feb 17 
Son, Newe. astle un Tyne 
CAWLEY, MILLICENT. West Byfleet, Surrey Jan 30 Cawley, Tarporley 
CHADWICK, ALICE. Manchester Feb 4 Lambert & Smith, Manchester 
CocKCROFT, ANN, Rishworth, or Halifax Feb 6 Longbothan & S ns, Halifax 
COLE, CHARLES, Tunbridge Wells Jan 39 Buss & Levett, Tunbridge Wells 
Eyre, Lady EVELYN ALICE, Beaconsfield, Bucks Jan3l Trower & Co, New aq, Lincoln's 
I 


no 

FouLKE3, THomaS, Rhyl Jan 31 Gamlin, Rhyl 

GISBORNE, GEORGE, Great and Little Hampton 

Byrch, & Co, Evesham 

GISBORNE, SARAH; Great and Little Hamp‘oa, Worcester Feb 2 
Evesham 

GLOVER, THOMAS Bowrk, Llandudno Jan 22 Chamberlain & Johnson, Liandudno 

HAWKINS, ROBERT WILLIAM Lyons, Earls Courtrd Feb 12 Kennedy & Co, Russell sq 

Hooper, JOHN HARVEY. Claines, Worcester, Solicitor Feb 2 Clarke, Worcester 

Hopk&IN, DANIEL, Bradford Jan 31 Bolton & Tabor, Letchworth 

HuMPHERY, ELIZABETH LoursA, Paignton, Devon Jan 31 Bond & Pearce, Plymouth 

Hypk, AGN&s, Moston, Manchester Feb 7 Lloyd, Manchester 

JACKSON, JosePH, Alpraham, Cheshire, Labourer Jan 25 Cawley, superhey 

Jones, WILLIAM, Westernmoor, nr Neath Feb10 Cu.arles & Son, Neath 

LANGDON, MARY ANN, South Winton, Winchester Feb 1 Warner & Kirby, 
Winchester 

LRE, JAME3, Nottingham, Builder Jan31 Dow#son & Wright, Nottingham 

MacGiar, WILLIAM Perer, Huddersfield, Dyer Jan31 Armitage & C>, Huddersfiell 

MACLARAN, MARY BECKWITH, Harrow Weald, Middix Jan3l Carter & Co, Great James 
st, Bedford row 

MastTox, JoHN, Whitby, Yorks 


Brown & 


Worcester, Market Gard:ner Feb 2 


Byrch & Co 


Feb 14 Buchannan & Son, Whitby 


MATHER, SARAH ANN, Warrington Jan 22 Willett, Warrington 
NASH, JAMES, Vange, nr Pitsea, Fssex Feb2 Barrett & Son, Leadenhall st 
| ea WALTER, Dukinfield, Chester, Wine Merchant Jan 21 Booth, Ashton under 

uyne 

OLIVER, EMMA, Worcester Feb 4 

OUTRAM, AGNES SUSAN, Talbot, Maryland, 
Bucks 

OWEN, ELLEN, Birmingham Jan 31 

OWEN, JOHN, Birmingham Jan3l Ryland & Co, Birmingham 

PASS3LEY, JOHN BEATON, Martock, Builder Jan 31 Watts & Co, Yeovil 

Piecort, HoraTIO, Tunbridge Wells Feb13 Duffield & Co, Broad st av 

Potts, FRED, Ecclesall, Sheffield Feb 18 Kesteven, Sheffield 

PRITCHETT, MARIA, Weston super Mare Feb14 Barry & Harris, Bristol 

ROBINSON, JOHN, Worksop Feb 13 Kesteven, Sheffield 

ROCLIEFE, WILLIAM Err, Gosforth, Northumberlaud, Timber Agent’s Manager Feb 
17 Brown & Son. Newcastle upon Tyne 

ROBER, FREDERICK ADAM, Romford Jan 24 Hunt & Hunt, Romford 

SMART, ALFREO EBENEZER, Hendon Jan30 Neve & Co, Lime st 

STRANGE, Mary MARIA, Chiswick Feb6 Geo & Wm Webb, Devonshire sq 

——— RICHARD, Kilmeston, Southampton, Farmer Feb7 Warner & Kirby, Win- 
chester 

TRENCHARD, EDWARD PENNY, 
Arundel st, Strand 

TOCKETT, JANE CAROLINE, Cotham, Bristol Feb 2 

Vaasa. HYDELINE RODOLPHINE EMMA VAN DE, Lancaster gate Feb L 
New sq 

VINALL, ELLEN Hunt, Lyons, France Feb 2 J H & J Y Johnson, Lincoln's inn fields 

VosrErR, MARY ANN, Bristol Jan 24 Pomeroy & Son, Bfistol 

WwW ADESON, HENRY, Carnforth, Lancs Jan 31 Holden & Co, Lancaster 

WEBS, ANN, Cheltenham Feb 12 Ticehurs: & Co, Cheltanham 

WHITFIELD, THOMAS, Sn, Oswestry, Auctioneer Feb 15 Longueville & Oo, Oswestry 

WOMBELL, MARIE FELICE, Bruton st Jan 31 Dawes & Sons, Birchia In 

Youna, Rev JoHN, Oxford Feb 14 Burges & Sons, Bristol 


Jeffery, Worcester 


USA Feb 3 Murison, Wraysbury, 


Ryland & Co, Birmingham 


Greenwich rd, ‘Merchant Jan 31 Braby & Waller 
JL&ET Daniel, Bristol 
Trower & Co, 








Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette—TUESDAY, Dec 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ARMORY, GEORGE, Willington, Durham, Builder Durham 
Pet Dec 8 Ord Dec 22 
BATTELL, JOHN CHARLES, Roker, Sunderland, Timber Yard | 
Foreman Sunderland Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 2 
Bott, ARTHUR, Leigh on- “aos Essex, Builder ~Chelmsford | 


High Cou t Fret Oct 3) 
| BATTBLUL, JOHN CHARLES, 
Yard Foreman 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


| ALLEN, CHARLES EDWARD, and WILLIAM BERTRAM ALLEN, 
Grosvenor rd, Westminster. 


BIRD, CLARA HANNAH, Hertford Hertford Pet July 15 


BREWER, WILLIAM, Cardiff, 


MARES, GeorGE CARL, John st, London High Court 
Pet Nov 17 Ord Dec 24 


SZAPIRA, Mosks, Peterborough, Traveller Peterborough 


Building Contracturs . a @ 4 
Ord Dec 23 Pet Dec 24 Ord Dec 24 
rn Roker, Suoderignd, Timber FIRST MEETINGS. 
s | Dec 22 VU Jec 22 _— 
mncetnnd Set Bes 38 Usd Dost ALLSO, HAROLD, Manchester, Art Needlework Specialist 
Jan 7 at 3.50 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
ANSLOW, ALBERT SYDNEY, Ashford, Kent, Schoolmaster 


Insu ce Age Newpor 
meurance Agent, Newport, Jan 7atil Of Rec, 654, Castle st, Canterbury 


Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 22 Mon Pet Dee 3 Ord Dec 20 : 3 ’ . D c 
. CHAMIER, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Fleet st High Cour BAYLEY JOSEPH, ARTHUR BAYLEY, and JAMES MORRISS, 
—s Jase, Bolton, Tallor Bokon Pet Deo | Pet Sept 16 Ord Dee 23 os , > Cones Leek, Staffs, Joiners Jan 7 at 11.30 Off Rec, 23, King 
res : ‘ooPeR, HAROLD ARTHUR, H zg 8 . Edward st, Macclesfield 
ee eee ee Pe Saneenes Xs ingtoa High Cours Ng ey og ey ry Kens DURANCE, HERBERT JOSEPH, Lincoln, Commercial 
DURANCE, Herbert JosEPH, Lincoln, Commercial I'raveller | eee JOHN JAMES, Bolton, Taiior Bolton Pet Dec 20 -y ner gd Jan 8 at 12.30 Of Rec, 10, Bank st, 
Ord Dee 20 y : 
Einoemn Bub Dee SS Cod Bee SS | DURANCE, HERBERT JosEPH, Lincoln, Commercial | FREEMAN, FREDERICK ERNEST, Cheltenham, Coal Factor 
3 - County Court Build ngs, Cheltenham 


EDWARDES, GEORGE VERNON, Parbold, Lancs Wigan Pet | 


Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 

Jus3E, CHARLES ALBERT EDWARD, Southampton, Baker 
Winchester Pet Dec 23 ord Dec 23 

PEARSON, THOMAS LEAR, Westbury on Trym, Bristol 
Bristol Pet Dec 17 Ord 

ROBERTS, ROBERT, Liandudno, Butcher Bangor Pet Dec 
23 Ord Dee 23 

ROSENSTRAUCH, ARON, Great Titchfield st, Oxford st, In- 
surance Broker High Court Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

WATKINS, JAMES CHARLES, Brewer st, Woolwich, Butcher 
Gre enwich Pet Nov 19 Ord Dec 23 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

CosTaAIN, JOHN JAMES, Bolton, Tailor 
Rec, 19, Exchange st, Boltoa 

HAMMOND, ARTHUR SYDNEY, Hendon, Cycle and Motor 
Dealer Jan9 ati2 14, Bedford row 

kar, HESRY WALMSLEY, Darwen, Lancs, Motor Waggon 
Driver Jan5at11 Off Ke: 13 Winckley st, Preston 

KING, HENRY HAMILTON, Harrow Jan8 at 3 14, Be iford 
row 

MARSHALL, WILLIAM, and STEPHEN MARSHALL, Notting- 
ham, Furniture Dealers Jan7 at 12 Uff Rec, 4, Cas- 
tle pl, Nottingham 

MuNpby, Koseat, Alhampton, nr Evercreech, Somerset, 
Road Contractor Jan 7 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin 
st, Bristol 


Jan 3 at 11 


| EDWARDES, 
| 
HALL, JOSEPH, Frodsham, Chester, Farmer 


| HAMMOND, 


of | 


Traveller Ln oln Pet Vec 23 Ord lec 23 
GEORGE VERNON, Parbold, Lancs 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Dee zz 


Wigan 


Warrington 

Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 23 

ARTHUR SYDNEY. Hendon, Cycle and Motor 
Dealer Barnet Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 22 

JESSE, CHARLES ALBERT KDWARD, Southampton, 
Winchester Pet D-c 23 Ord Dec 23 

MELLISH, WILLIAM ROBERT, Stuart rd, Wimbledon Park, 


Baker 


Restaurant Keep-:r Eastbourue Pet Nov 23 Ord 
Dec 23 

MoscovitcH, Leon, Middlesex st, Fumier High Court 
Pet Decl Ord Dee 23 

ROBERTS, ROBERT, Llandudno, Butcher Bangor Pet Dec 
23 Urd Dec 23 

ROSENSTRAUCH, ARON, Great Titchfield st, Oxford st, 
Insurance Brok-r Higa Vourt Pec Dec 23 Ord Dec 


23 

SELDON, HAROLD SAMUEL, Mincing In 
Oct 30 Ord Dec 23 

TAYLOR, CHRISTIANA, EDWARD TAYLOR, and LOUIS ROBSON 
PAYLOR, Blackhili, Durham, Builders Newcastle upun 
Tyne Pet Dec 2 Ord Dee zz 

VERNER, HARRY FELIX, East Dereham, Norfolk Norwich 
Pet July 23 O:d Dec 22 

WRIGHT, GEORGE EDGAR, Uxford st, Commission Agent's 


High Court Pet 


Ord Dec 2U 


Jan 8 at 3.15 

Gray, WILLIAM JaMEs, Bedford, Baker Jan 8 at 11 
Messrs. Halliley & Morrison's Office, Mill st, Bedford 

GUNTER, WILLIAM, Tenby, Pembroke, Boot Dealer Jan 8 
at 12.45 O.t Rec, 4, Queen st, (‘armarthen 

HALL, JOSEPH, Frod ham, Cheshire, Farmer Jan 7 at 3 
Otf Rec, Byrom +t, Manchester 

Jesse, CHARLES ALBERT EDWARD, Southampton, Baker 
Jan 7at12 Off Rec, Midland Bank chambrs, High s: , 
Southampton 

MARES, GEORGE CARL, John st 
bidgs Carey st 

PICKARD, WALTER, Harrogate Jan 8 at 4 
Ked House, Duncombe pl, York 

ROSENSTRAUCH, ARON, Great Titchfield st, Insurance 
Broker Jan7at1i Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


MEAR, SAMUEL Oscar, Carsington, Wirksworth, nr Derby 
High Court Pet Uct 4 Ord Dec 24 


Jan 7 at 1 Bankruptey 


Off Rec, The 


PICKARD, WALTER, Harrogate York Pet Nov 26 Ord 
Dec 22 
SZAPIRA, Mcsk3, Peterborough, Traveller P.terborough 
Pet Dec 24 Ord Dec 24 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 2. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 





PARKER, CHARLES, Lancaster, Rubber Company's Manager | 


Clerk High Court Pet Nov 1% 
Jan 5at 11.30 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston heey 2 or 18 


London Gazette—Tuxspay, Dec. 31. ALLWORK BRos, Bey Mildix, Builders Windsor Pet 


Topp, RUTHELLA, Windsor Jan 8 at 12 14, Bedford meron ila * Dec 4 Ord Dec 30 
row i‘ RECEIVING ORDERS. ASTLEY, JAMES fone, Llanfyllin, Montgomery, Work- 
WATKINS, JAMES C4ARLES, Brewer st, Woolwich, | BAYLEY, JO-EPH, B, ARTHUR AYLEY,and JAMES MoRRISs, house Master Newt »wn Pet Dec 30 Ord Dee 30 
Butcher Jan 6 at 11 132, York rd, Westminster Leek, Staffs, Joiners and Builders Macclesficld Pet SAGNALL, GEORGE MOsKs, Jefferys rd,Claphamrd High 
Bridge rd Dec 23 Ovd Dec 23 Court Pet Decl Ord Dec 30 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


2¢@, MOORGATH STREET, LONDON, 
. ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 


SPHECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent oa 


application. 
POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY GUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
a perfeoted Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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BIGNELL, RUSSELL, Mountsorrel, Leicester, Boot Manu- 
facturer Leicester Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

BINNING, JAMES THOMPSON, Liverpool, Insurince Broker 
Liverpool Pet Nov <@ Ord Dec 30 

BLACKBURN, ARTHUR, Bradford, Incandescent 
Dealer Braiford Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

BURRIS, JONATHAN, Redwick, Newport, Mon, Smith and 
Farmer Newport, Mon ‘et Dec 31 Ord Dee 31 

CHATIERTON, HORACE WHITEHEAD,Fiasbury House, Blom 
fleld st, Solicitor High Court Pet Oct1 Ord Nov 11 

EVERSON & BROADWAY, Lakesend, nr Wisbech, Cambridge, 
Builders King’s Lynn Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 31 

HERBERT, CONSTANCE ANNIE, Barking, Essex, Milliner 
Peterborough Pet Dec 0 Ord Dec 30 

Hoge, HERBERT, Wightman rd, Hornsey, Clerk 
Court Pet Dee 81 Ord Dee 31 

HOLDER, WILLIAM, Horley, Surrey, Farmer 
Dec 30 Ord Dee 30 

HUTCHINGS, WILLIAM ERNEST, Winton, Bournemouth, 
Commercial Traveller Pool Pet Dec 17 Ord Dee 31 

Kunitz, JAcoB, Columbia rd, Hackney rd, Cabinet Maker 
High Court Pet Dee 2s Ord Dee 29 

LATHAM, HAROLD, Chester, Journeyman Printer 
Pet Dec 30 Ord Dee 30 

LEVY, HAKKIS, Monkweli st, Aldersgate st, Fur and Skin 
Mercnant High Court Pet Dec 29 Ord Dee 29 

LOWTHER, JOHN WILLIAM, Robin Hood's Bay, Yorks, 
Grocer Stockton on Tees Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

MACKLIN, FRANK, Canterbury Can erbury Pet Dee 30 
Ord Dee su 

NEAL, ALFRED WILLIAM, Mortimer st, Regent st, Decorator 
High Court Pet Dec 29 Ord Dee 9 

NEWSON, WILLIAM FENNRELL, Chapter rd, Wil'esden Green, 
Fruiterer High Court Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

NoODvEK, LUTHUR ARNOLD, Sheffleld, Auctioneer Sheffield 
Pet Vee SL Ord Dee gl 

RUTHERFORD, ANDREW, Howden le Wear, 
Licensed Victualler Durham Pet Dec 30 

SKYM. Al. CHIBALD, Treorchy, Glam, Haulier 
Pet Dec 50 O d Dec 30 

SMITH, ELLEN, and CLARA FoULKES ARTHUR, 
sc..oo\mistresses Stockport Pet Dee 31 

STACKY, HENRY, Penrhiwesiber, Glam, Poultry Food 
Dealer Aberdare Pet Dee } Ord Dee 30 

TURNER, GILBEET H, Gosforth, Cumberland Whitehaven 
Pet De urd Dee 31 


Light 


High 


Croydon Pet 


Chester 


Durham, 
Ord Dee 30 
Ponty pridd 


suxton, 


2 





Ord Dee 51 | 


WHEELDON, JOHN, and WILLIAM R>BINSON, Hatton garden, | 


Watch Manufacturers Pet Dee 22 
Dee 30 
WHItK, PERCIVAL, 
lL Ord Dee 31 
London Gazette TURSPAY, Jan. 2. 
FIRST MEETINGS, 


ARMORY, GEORGER, Willington, Durham, Builder 
at 38 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderiand 
BAGNALL, GEORGE Moses, Jefferys rd, Clapham rd 
i8 at 11.30 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 

BATIELL JOHN CHARLES, Roker, Sunderiand, Timb+r Yerd 
Foreman Jan 14 at 2.00 Uf Rec, 4, Manor pl 
Sunderland 

BLACKBURN, ARTHUR, Manningham, Brad’ord, Incandes 
cent Light Dealer Jan .0atil Off Kec, 12, Duke « 
bradford 

Brows, James THOMAS, Hertford 
Cartage Contractor Jan l2at3 

BUTT, ARTHUR, Leigh on Sea, Essex, Builder 
12 14, Bedford row 

CAMPION, CHAKLES, Grantham, Farmer Jan 13 at 12 Off 
Rec, 4, Vastle pl, Park at, Nottingham 

CHATTERION, MORACK WHITEHEAD, tinsbury House, 
Blomfield st, Sulicitor Jan i3atl Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

DAVIE~, WILLIAM HOMFRAY MONTFORD, Newport, Mon, 
Insurance Agent Janu 10 at 11 Off Kec, 144, Com 
mercial st, Newport, Mon 

EDWARDES, GEORGE VERNON, Parbo'd, Lancs 
11.80 Off R-c, 19, Exc iange st, Bo.ton 

Hoaa, uakBanr, Wightman rd, Hornsey, Clerk Jan 14 at 
1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Varey st 

HOLDER, WILLIAM, Horley, Surcey, Farmer 
182, Yor. rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

KritéZ, Jaoon, Columum rd, Hackney rd, Cab’net Maker 
Jan l4at tl Bankruptcy vidgs, Carey st 

LATHAM, HA®KOLD, Chester, JOurneymaa Printer 
at 1i.30 Crypt chmbrs, Cnester 

LEVY, HARRIS, Monkwell st, Aldersgate st, Fur and Skin 
Merchant Jan i4at12 Bankruptey bl igs, Carey st 

LockWoov, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Hudderstiell, Jeweller 
Jan l4 at Huddersfield Incorporated Law Svciety's 
Room, Imperial arcade, New st, Huddersficid 

NEAL, ALFRED WILLIAM, Mortimer st, Regent st, 
Decorator Jan l2at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Varey st 

NeWsoM, WILLIAM FESNELL, Coapter rd, Willesden Green, 
Fruiterer Jai l2ati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

PRARSON, THOMaS LEAR, Westbury on Trym, Bristol Jan 
lsat 11.80 Off Ree, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

RUTHERFORD, ANDREW, Howden te Wear, Durham, 
Licensei Victuailer Jan 12 at2.30 Off Rec, 3, Manor 
pl, Sun Jerland 

SHEPHERD, Hanky LAKE, Goodmayes, Essex Jan 12 at 12 
14, Bedfor i row 

SKELroN, Davip, Balby, Don aster, Farmer 
of Re: Figcree la, Shefticid 

SkYM, AkCAIBALD, Treorcny, Glam, Haulier Jan 12 at 
11,30 wf Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, 5t Catherine st, 
Pontypridd 

STACEY, HENRY, Penrhiwceiber, Glam, Poultry Food Dealer 
Janizat 11.15 Off Rec, St Catherine's chmurs, St 
Catherine et, Pontypr.dt 

STAPIRA, MOSES, Pet rb rough, Traveller Jan 
Law Courts, Peterb orouga 

WHATTOFF, JOHN CHARLES, Deeping Gate. Norhampton, 
Farmer Jan 12 ati1456 Law Couris, Peterborough 

WHEELDON, JOHN, aud WILLIAM RosINson, Hatton gdn, 
Watch Manufacturers Jan 12 ac ll kankruptcy 
bidgs, Corey st 

WHITE. PERCIVAL, Beckenhan, Kent 
York ru, Westminster Bridge rd 


High Court 


Beckenham, Kent Croydon Pet Dec 


Jan 12 


Jan 


rd, Enfield Highway, 
14, B dford row 
Jan 14 at 


Jan 12 at 


Jan 13 at 11 


Jan 10 


Jan l4 at 12 


12 at 12 


Jan 12 at 11 = 132, 


Ord 








WILES, CHARLES WILLIAM, Middlesbrough, Labour r Jan 
13 at 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middles- 
br ugh 

ADJUDICATIONS. 


ARMORY, GEORGE, Willington, Durham, Builder Durham 
Pet Dec8 Ord Dee 23 

ASTLEY, JAMES | HOMAS, Llanfyilin, Montgomery, Work- 
house Master Newtown Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

BINNING, JAMES THOMPSON, Liverpool, Marine Insurance 
broker Liverpool Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 31 

BIGNELL, RUSSELL, Mounts rrel, Leicester Boot Manu- 
facturer Leicester Pet Dee 30 Ord Dec .0 

BLACKBURN, ARTHUR, Kradford, Incandescent Light 
Desler Bradford Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 30 

BURRIS, JONATHAN, Redwich, ne Newport, Mon, Smith 
aud Farmer Newport, Mon Pet Vee 31 Ord Dee 31 

Butt, ARTHUR, Leigh on >ea, essex, Builder Chelmsford 
Pet Dec 4 Od Dee 30 

Fay, THOMAS, Argyll pl, Costume Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Dec 13 Ord Vee 3 

HERBERT, CONSTANCE ANNIE, Essex Peter- 
borough Pet Dec 30 Ofd Dec 20 

Hoae, Herpert, Wightman rd, Hornsey, Clerk High 
Court Pct Dee 3l Ord Dec 31 

HoLper, WILLIAM, Horley, Surrey, Farmer Croydon 
Pet Dec 30 Ord De. 30 

KITSON, ARTHUR Euston O'NEILL, Leicester, Commercial 
fravelier Leicester Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 31 

Kriz, JACOB, Columnia rd, Hackney rd, Cabinet Maker 
High Court Pet Dec 29 Ord Dee 2) 

LATHAM, HAROLD, Chester, Journeyman Printer 
Pet Dec 30 Uru Dec 30 

LEVY, HARRIS, Moukwell st, Aldersgate st, Fur and Skin 
Merchant High Court Pet Dec 29 Urd Dee 29 

LOWTHER, JOHN WILLIAM, Robin Hood's Bay, Yorks, 
Grocer Stocktonon lees Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec x0. 

MACKLIN, FRANK, Canterbury Canterbury Pet Dec 30 
ord Dec 30 

SHEPHERD, HarRny LAKE, Goodmayes, 
Chelmsfori Pet Nov 26 Ord Dee 31 

SKYM, ARCHIBALD, Treorchy, Glam, tiaulier Pontypridd 
Pet vec su Ord Dee 3v 

SMITH, ELLEN, and CLARA FOULKES ARTHUR, Buxton, 
Schoolmistresses Stockpo:t Pet Dec 31 Ord Dee 31 

STACEY, HeNKY, Penrhiwceiber, Glam, Poultry Food 
Dealer Aberdare Pet Dec 30 Ord Dee 30 


WATKINS, JAMES ( HARLES, Brewer st, Woolwich, Butcher 
Greenwich Pet Nov 19 Ord Dec 30 

\ ESSRS. COLLINS & COLLINS have 

~ a Trust Fund of £20,000 available fur Investment 

by way of Mortgage ou a first-class Freehold Property in 

the City or West End. Interest at the rate of 44 per 

cent. per annum ix required, and the prc perty must show 


a double margin of security.— Send particulars to Messrs, 
Cotiins & Cottiss, Land Agems and Surveyors, 37, 


Chester 


Essex, Overseer 





[ NIVERSITY OF LONDON 
FACULTY OF LAWS. 
(University and King’s Colleges and the London 
School of Economics.) 
SESSION 1913-1914. 
The Session began on Tuesday, October 7th. 
Proressors ayy LrcrurErs— 
( Hussey Griffith, M.A. 
G. H. J. Hurst, M.A. 
Herbert J. H, Mackay, M.A. 
\ LOB. 
E. W. Manson, B.A, 
Arthur Page, M.A. 


English Law.. 


- 


James Gaalt, 
} H. W. Disney, B.A. 


(R. A. Wright, M.A. 
} A. F. Murison, M.A., LL.D. 

R. W. Lee, M.A., B.O.L. 
tw. N. Hibbert, LL.D, 


Commercial Law .. 


Commercial Law and In- 
ousimal Law. 

Roman Law and Juris- 
pradence. 

Roman Dutch Law - 
Jarisprudence and Law of 
Evidence, 
Constitutional Law and 

Colonial Constitational 


- 


’ J. H, Morgan, M.A. 


Law. 
Constitutional History .. A. F. Pollard, M.A. 

Sir John Macdonell, C.B., 
{ M.A., LL.D 


Comparative and Inter- .D. 
Higgins, M.A., 


national Law. i A. so 
L le 
J. W. Neill. 
Sir J. R. Paget, Bart., B.A., 
LL.B., K.0. 


for Graduation (LL.B.), 12 
Room and 


Indian Law .. 
Banking Law 


Fee for the full Course 
guineas for each Session. 

This fee entitles the Student to C 
Athletic facilities. . 

Special arrangements are made for Postgraduate Study 
for the LL.. Degree and for Research. - 

Tne Handbonrk, with particulars of Scholarships and 
Prizes, &c., may be obtained on application to the BSecre- 
tary of University College, or of King’s College, or of the 
London School of Economics. 


oe - 








UNIVERSITY OF LONDON, 
KiXe@'s COLLEGE. 


EVENING CLASSE3 for the LOVDON UNIVERSITY 
MATRICULATIUN and PROFESSiONAL PRELIMI- 
NARY EXAMINATIONS. 

Individual tuition in all subjects required for the 
examinations. Fee for half- yearly course, £3 3s. 
Students may join st any time at proportional fees. 

Apply to the Secretary, King’s College, Strand, W.C. 





touth Audley-street, G-osvenor.square, W 
FUNDS. FOR MORTGAGES, 

\ ESSRS. COLLINS & COLLINS are 
a acting on behalf of clients who have a large fund 
availabie for Investment by way of Mortgage on Freehold 
or long Leasehold Business Premises in the City snd West 
End ot London or first-class Agricultural Estates. — Send 
fa'l particula-s, which in each case will be treated in 
confidence, to the lenders’ surveyors: Messrs. Cot.iss 
«& Coctius, Land Agents and Surveyors, 37, South 
Audley-street, Grosvenor-square, London, W. 





\ N ideal HOME OFFERED for a very 
A small CHILL ; beautiful, bright, and bealthy house 
in uign country; *pacious nurseries; every care and 
affection will be given ; entire charge cf child preferred ; 
fullest enquiries on both sides; personal interview; 
advertiser has two children of her own, pictures of health 
and happiness,—Aadaress “ H. L.,” care of Messrs, Gibson 


& Weldon, Solicit re, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 

, | OW TU SPEAK” will be Mr. G. 
tower Codling’s Lec.ure on Monday evening 

next, st 186, Aldersgate-street, City.—Cardsa of admission 

free for stamped adaress d envelope, from Mr. G. bowER 

Copia 186, Aldersgate-street, London, E C, 


YARENTS AND GUARDILANS.—Sur- 

. veyor and Estate Agent (fully qual fied) in West 
iid has vacancy tor pupil; persoval supervision coach- 
ing for all professional exams.; moderate premium. — 
Write ‘' Purt,”’ care of Deacon’s Advertising Offices, 
Leacdenhall-sireet, E.C. 


‘i. ) SOLICITORS AND PRINCIPALS. 

—Morigage wanted for £10,000 oa Hixh-cl ass Free- 
hoid Property, tive minates of General Post Office; fully 
occupied.--Apply, Box No. 85, “Solicitors’ Journal,’ 27, 
Chancery-lane, W.C. 


FFICES TO LET.—BLOOUMSBURY 

(Ground floor),— Exceptional opportunity of acquir- 

ing Offices suitable for Solicitor; two large rooms in 

pr fessional house; every convenience ; 6xtra room in 

basement if required; vacant shortly; £90 to £100 per 

annum.—* B,” care of * Solicitors’ Journal,” 27, Cuancary- 
lane, W.C. 


J IRST-CLASS SHOP INVESTMENT, 

market posivon, main ROMFORU ROAD, six miles 
from bank of England. Four splendidly fitted sheps, 
with stabling at rear (draper, buccnér, fisnmonger, 
provision dealer), all let on tall repairing leases to weil- 
known and responsible tradesmen. Totalling £265 
yearly. Leases 65 years toran, at only £3 each. Price 
£3,800.—Apply, W. J. #., 582, Streatham High-road, 8,W. 




















UNIVERSITY OF LONDON, 
Kies COLLEGE. 
DIVISION OF LAWS. 

FULL COURSES for DEGREES of the University 
sre provided by King’s College, Univer-ity College, and 
the London School of Economica jointly. 

Arrangements made for Studeaots wishing to read for 
the higher degrees. 

Next Term commences Wepwespay, Janvary 14, 1914, 

Apply for prospectus to the Sxecrertary, King’s College, 
London, w.c. 





Established over a Century. 


WATERER & SONS, 


AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, 
SURVEYORS, VALUERS. 


Sales by Auction, 
Reports on Properties, 
Management of Estates. 


VALUATIONS 
for Probate, Mortgage or Insurance. 
LONDON ; 23, Westminster Palace Gardens, 
Victoria Strect, 5.W, (1919 Vyctoria), 
COUNTRY OFFICE3 and Telephones : 
CHERTSEY—7, WALTON-ON-|HAMES—7, WEYBRIDGE—22, 
BYFLEET—57, SUNNINGDALE—314 (A:cot Exchange), 
AscoT HIGH STREET, Telephone .41 Ascot. 





KNIGHT, FRANK & RUTLEY’S 
SALE ROOMS 
FOR 
JEWELS, FAMILY PLATE, PICTURES, 
FURNITURE, CHINA, 


And all classes of Valuable Property. 
SALES IN COUNTRY HOUSES. FIRE VALUATIONS. 





Special Estate Room for Auctions of Real Property 


and Inve.tments, 
20, HANOVER SQUARE, LONDON | 

















